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INTRODUCTION 


“Aristotle was born, spent his life in philosophizing, and died.” So begins 
a justly famous lecture on the philosophy of Aristotle. The point of the 
remark is clear: that Aristotle was a philosopher is the single most impor- 
tant fact about him; all other biographical details, to say nothing of mat- 
ters of mere happenstance, vanish in comparison. Yet students turning 
to Aristotle for the first time cannot know what it means to be a philos- 
opher, and so it is probably worthwhile to learn something more about 
the man— if only asa first step on the long road to discovering for oneself 
what sort of a human being this “lover of wisdom’ is, the “philosopher.” 

Such knowledge of Aristotle’s life as we have stems from sources both 
numerous and inconsistent, even contradictory. The rough consensus is 
about as follows. Aristotle was of course a Greek, born in 384 BCE in the 
northern city of Stagira to Nicomachus and Phaestis, Nicomachus then 
being court physician to King Amyntas III of Macedon.” At the age of 
seventeen or so, Aristotle traveled to Athens, the center of learning in 
the Greek world—the “school of Greece,’ as Pericles put it’—and there 
he became a pupil of the philosopher Plato. Indeed, Aristotle was to re- 


1 - “Many, many years ago, I attended a series of lectures on Aristotle’s philosophy. The 
lecturer began his exposition as follows: ‘As regards Aristotle himself, as regards the cir- 
cumstances and the course of his life, suffice it to say: Aristotle was born, spent his life 
in philosophizing, and died.” Jacob Klein, “Aristotle: An Introduction,” in Lectures and 
Essays, ed. Robert B. Williamson and Elliott Zuckerman (Annapolis, MD: St. John’s 
College Press, 1985), p. 171. 

2 + See, e.g., Diogenes Laertius, Lives of the Eminent Philosophers 5.1. The extant bio- 
graphical sources are collected in Ingemar Diiring, Aristotle in the Ancient Biographical 
Tradition (Goteborg: Universitets Arsskrift, 1957). 

3 - Thucydides, The War of the Peloponnesians and Athenians 2.41.1. 
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main at Plato’s side at the Academy for some twenty years, until 34.7, when 
he was prompted to leave either by rising anti-Macedonian sentiment in 
Athens that made it impossible for the Stagirite to remain or, perhaps, by 
Plato’s death.* At all events, it is certain that Aristotle thus forms a link in 
what must be the most impressive chain of great thinkers the world has 
ever seen: Aristotle was the student of Plato, who was in turn the student 
of Socrates. That the constellations were once so aligned as to produce 
three great philosophers in close succession and in the same locale is as- 
tonishing; that written accounts survive of their thoughts and deeds is 
one of fate’s most generous blessings. 

Upon leaving Athens, Aristotle eventually made his way to the court of 
Philip Il of Macedon, where, according to a widespread but by no means 
certain tradition, he became the principal tutor of young Alexander, who 
had not yet become Great but soon would.’ Shortly after the death of 
Philip and the accession of Alexander, Aristotle returned to Athens, in 
335-34, enabled to do so (as some accounts have it) because he had per- 
suaded Alexander to treat Athens mildly in the aftermath of the Macedo- 
nian conquest of Greece. Once there, Aristotle founded his own school at 
the Lyceum, a meeting place and gymnasium named in honor of the god 
Apollo Lyceus. His students came to be known as “Peripatetics,” though 
there is some uncertainty as to the meaning of the name. It is clearly re- 
lated to the Greek verb peripatein, to walk or stroll about, and may there- 
fore allude to Aristotle’s reported habit of offering instruction while 
walking with his students.° Or the term may simply refer to the covered 
courtyard or colonnade (peripatos) found among the buildings making 
up the school. In any case, Aristotle taught and wrote in Athens for about 
a dozen years, until 323, when he was brought up on charges of impiety,’ 
just as his intellectual grandfather Socrates had been some seventy-five 
years before. Unlike Socrates, however, Aristotle chose to flee Athens and 


4 + Anton-Hermann Chroust argues that political tensions alone were responsible for 
Aristotle’s departure: see “Aristotle Leaves the Academy,” in Aristotle: New Light on His 
Life and on Some of His Lost Works (Notre Dame, IN: University of Notre Dame Press, 
1973), I:1I7—24. 

5 - For arguments debunking the claim that Aristotle was Alexander’s teacher, a claim 
that can be traced to no close contemporary of Aristotle’s but only to relatively late 
sources, see Anton-Hermann Chroust, “Was Aristotle Actually the Chief Preceptor of 
Alexander the Great?” in Aristotle, 1:125-32. 

6 - Diogenes Laertius, Lives 5.2. 

7 + See, e.g., ibid., 5.5-6 and Athenaeus, The Deipnosophists 696a—b. 
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so to prevent it from “erring against philosophy a second time,’ as he is 
said to have said.* He died in Chalcis, on the island of Euboea, in 322. 
Not all of Aristotle’s works survive, but those that do run to more than 
twenty volumes in a standard Greek-English edition. The range of sub- 
jects covered by those works is astounding—from logic and rhetoric, to 
morals and politics, to biology and physics, to “metaphysics,” what Aris- 
totle himself referred to as “first philosophy.” In brief, Aristotle took as 
his proper study the whole world, or the world as a whole, from the sub- 
human (plants and animals), to the human (moral and political life), to 
the suprahuman (the cosmos), including the nature of being itself. 
There are four extant writings attached to Aristotle’s name that deal 
with right action and matters of character, that is, with “ethics”: the Eu- 
demian Ethics, Nicomachean Ethics, Magna Moralia, and Virtues and 
Vices. It is relatively easy to see that the Nicomachean Ethics deserves 
its privileged place among them. For almost all scholars regard the Vir- 
tues and Vices as spurious, and a good many doubt the authenticity of 
the Magna Moralia.’ While this certainly does not mean that one can- 
not learn from these works, only a long and tendentious argument could 
hope to establish that they properly form a part of the study of Aristotle. 
As for the Eudemian Ethics, it is widely agreed to be from the hand of 
Aristotle but seems to be a less polished, perhaps earlier, version of the 
Nicomachean Ethics.”° The text of the latter as it has come down to us 


8 - See, e.g., Aelian, Varia Historia 3.36 as well as Diiring, Aristotle in the Ancient Bio- 
graphical Tradition, 341-42. 

9+ For a helpful overview of the scholarly controversies concerning the authenticity 
and rank of the “four extant Peripatetic ethical treatises,” see C.J. Rowe, The Eudemian 
and Nicomachean Ethics: A Study in the Development of Aristotle’s Thought (Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 1971), 9-14. More or less recent attempts to place the 
Magna Moralia in the Aristotelian corpus—as a work of Aristotle’s youth or perhaps 
of his late maturity, or as a posthumously edited treatise—include John Cooper, “The 
Magna Moralia and Aristotle’s Moral Philosophy,” in Schriften zur aristotelischen Ethik, 
ed. C. Miiller-Goldingen (Hidelsheim: G. Olms, 1988), 311-33; and Pierre Pellegrin, 
“Préliminaires,” in Les Grand Livres d’Ethique, trans. Catherine Dalimier (Paris: Ar- 
lea, 1992), 9-26. 

10 - C. J. Rowe, Eudemian and Nicomachean Ethics, contends that the “philosophi- 
cal inferiority” of the Eudemian to the Nicomachean Ethics is “almost universally ac- 
cepted” (ronr). Anthony Kenny has argued that the Nicomachean is the earlier of the 
two texts: see The Aristotelian Ethics: A Study of the Relationship between the Eudemian 
and Nicomachean Ethics of Aristotle (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1978). For simi- 
larities and differences between the two works, consult the invaluable commentary of 
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comprises ten “books,” each divided into a number of chapters, though 
these divisions are presumably the work of later editors. Its title (which 
Aristotle himself never uses) is derived from the name that both Aris- 
totle’s son and father bore, Nicomachus; the title may either refer to the 
former, perhaps as editor of the text, or pay homage to the latter: no one 
is certain. But it is certain that the Nicomachean Ethics is a carefully or- 
ganized and cohesive work that Aristotle presents as the first of his two- 
part “philosophy of human affairs,’ an inquiry he completes in the Poli- 
tics: each book refers to the other, and so together they form an extended 
whole, intended to be such by their author."* 

What part, then, does the Ethics play in this “philosophy of human af- 
fairs”? As Aristotle himself notes, the question at the heart of his book is 
of “great weight” for human beings: what is the human good, or—it turns 
out to be the same question—what is happiness? This concern for the 
human good that we hope constitutes our happiness will at some point 
grip every human heart and is always at work in our doings and strivings. 
For happiness (ewdaimonia: literally “having a good daimon’”) signifies 
more than mere sentiment or feeling, more than the pleasure of the mo- 
ment or even of a series of satisfied desires. Eudaimonia, we can say for 
now, encompasses the excellence specific to human beings as human be- 
ings—what Aristotle famously calls “virtue” (areté). Such virtue, more- 
over, can be identified only in relation to the activity and hence the way 
of life that are best for human beings as such, as the kind of beings we are. 
For Aristotle, then, the question of how to be happy is the question of 
how to live well as a human being, and living well is inseparable from at- 
taining the virtue or virtues that make possible the best activity. In addi- 
tion, because human beings are always found in some sort of community 
with one another, Aristotle’s inquiry into the best life requires his dual 
investigations into human affairs: the Nicomachean Ethics, which exam- 
ines the human good while acknowledging at the outset the claim of the 
political community, and the Politics, which examines the political com- 
munity while acknowledging in the end the priority of the (suprapoliti- 
cal) human good. 


Michael Woods in his “Eudemian Ethics” Books I, II, and VIII, 2nd ed. (Oxford: Clar- 
endon Press, 1992). 

11 - See Nicomachean Ethics 10.9, especially 1181b12—23; Politics 1261a30—31, 1280a16— 
20, 129§a36—37, 1332a7—I10. 
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In our time, a chorus of voices may here protest, if not in unison then 
in perfect harmony: there zs no single greatest human good or best way 
of life! Everybody now knows that nobody knows what she good life is! 
To undergraduate freshman and sophisticated scholar alike, this view of 
things is mother’s milk, which means that the average freshman is supe- 
rior, in the most important respect and without lifting a finger, to Aris- 
totle himself. According to the prevailing view, the individual’s good is 
necessarily “subjective”; it is “relative,” relative to the tastes and inclina- 
tions of this or that individual. And because we can know not the good 
but only the fact of its “subjectivity” and “relativity,” each of us really has 
no alternative but to pursue happiness according to whichever opinions 
of it propel us onward, while tolerating or celebrating as much as possible 
the differing opinions of others. Some such claim of the relative or un- 
knowable character of the good or good life constitutes the orthodoxy of 
our time; it is for us the chief product of the modern political-philosophic 
revolt from ancient thought in general and from Aristotle in particular. 

So it is that a good many readers who approach the Erhics for the first 
time today understandably bring with them the conviction, or the hunch, 
that Aristotle’s project is impossible. “Interesting,” maybe, but impos- 
sible. Yet such readers must admit, at least to themselves, that they have 
not conducted a full inquiry into the question. They must admit that 
they are guided less by knowledge than by sanctioned opinion, or by in- 
herited prejudice, in a matter whose importance goes well beyond the 
proper approach to an old book. 

To such readers we offer a couple of observations that may encourage 
in them a new sort of open-mindedness to the inquiry into human hap- 
piness that is central to this work. First, the implication that we moderns, 
or postmoderns, are the first to have glimpsed the truth about “the good? 
and hence that Aristotle lived in naive obliviousness to “value relativism,” 
is simply untrue. For Aristotle proceeds in full awareness of a version of 
relativism more radical and perhaps more impressive than our own. The 
relativism known to Aristotle can be traced at least as far back as the pre- 
Socratic thinker Heraclitus and is crystallized in a pithy saying of the 
great Sophist Protagoras: “human being is the measure”—the “measure,” 
that is, “of the things that are, that they are; of the things that are not, that 
they are not.””” As this saying can be and indeed was interpreted, our very 


12 - Plato, Theaetetus 152a2-4. 
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perception of the beings—the things in the world “out there” —is wholly 
dependent on, because nothing more than the experience of, the perceiv- 
ing individual; such perception is in no way a reliable access to the objec- 
tive world. And what applies to the beings applies equally to what we hold 
to be just or unjust, good or bad, that is, to all of our deepest moral con- 
victions: they exist, so to speak, only in the element of transitory opinion. 
At the beginning of the Exhics, as it happens, Aristotle states a troubling 
consequence of just this view: if there is no knowable good or end in ac- 
cord with which human beings can order their lives, then all human long- 
ing is finally “empty and pointless.””* But even in the shadow of this unset- 
tling thought, which he does not here refute or even quite reject, Aristotle 
presses on, for the question of our good or happiness is too important to 
presuppose an answer, any answer, to it. Aristotle’s great familiarity with 
“relativism,” then, for some reason did not lead him to abandon his in- 
quiry into the human good. Is it obvious that our relativism grants us the 
license to forgo such an inquiry for ourselves? 

Second, Aristotle’s tough-minded determination to get to the bottom 
of things is connected with another of his opening observations: every 
political community, he argues, supplies us with an authoritative answer 
to the question of the human good. The political art is “architectonic” re- 
garding this good: it orders the arts and sciences as well as human action, 
bringing to bear on all these its considerable educative power and deploy- 
ing to that end the full array of means at its disposal, persuasive as well as 
coercive. And since every human being is raised in a particular political 
community, he or she is fundamentally shaped by that community’s view 
of the good and of good action; our opinions about good and bad, noble 
and base, just and unjust will, to begin with, reflect that overarching com- 
munal view. But here too, even in the face of the political community’s 
impressive power—in the face of the prevailing moral orthodoxy that ev- 
ery thriving community will promote— Aristotle presses on: his own in- 
quiry into the good is “a sort of political inquiry,’ he notes in passing; but 
this amounts to saying that he does mot accept the political community’s 
“authoritative” answer to the question of the good life that is given to or 


13 + Or to recall the argument of one of Aristotle’s liveliest modern critics, Hobbes, 
“there is no Finis ultimus (utmost aim) nor Summum Bonum (greatest good) as is spo- 
ken of in the books of the old moral philosophers,” and hence happiness is but “a con- 
tinual progress of the desire, from one object to another,” a desire after desire, as he 
also notes, that ceases only in death. Thomas Hobbes, Leviathan, ed. Edwin Curley 
(Indianapolis: Hackett, 1994), chap. 11.1-2. See also Nicomachean Ethics 109 4b14-19. 
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imposed on all citizens. To judge by Aristotle’s deeds in the Ethics, we too 
must investigate the human good so that we may know, with the great- 
est possible independence, the truth of the matter— including, of course, 
whether no truth in the matter is finally available to human beings. 

Against the odds, then, Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics can be both 
compelling and liberating for modern readers. The Ethics has at its heart 
the most important human question, and, to repeat, it acknowledges the 
power of authoritative political opinion even as it refuses, with all due 
politic reserve, to bow to it. Its inquiry is complex, beginning from and 
examining the common opinions about happiness, considering at length 
those “that are especially prevalent or are held to have a certain reason to 
them” (1095a29), and culminating in an argument about the simply best 
life. This investigation must range widely because it encompasses the full 
scope of human happiness and the various compelling opinions about 
the matter— opinions about pleasure, honor, and virtue, for example, or 
about chance, the afterlife, and the gods. 

The most celebrated part of the Ezhics is its investigation of the moral 
and intellectual virtues that make the most powerful claims to consti- 
tuting human perfection. Yet the manner of this investigation, as well 
as much of its substance, will probably strike some readers as perplex- 
ing, especially at first. That is as it should be. Why, for example, does a 
treatise on happiness devote five of its ten books to an examination of 
moral virtue, in the course of which the very term happiness all but dis- 
appears? Why in the world are there eleven—not ten and not twelve— 
moral virtues, and how did Aristotle arrive at these particular ones? And 
if he wishes us to focus on moral virtue, why does Aristotle devote only 
one book to justice but two to friendship? How is the problem of happi- 
ness connected with intellectual or contemplative virtue, the culminating 
theme of the Erhics, and just how does “prudence” differ from “wisdom”? 

These questions rightly demand answers, but the initially perplexed 
reader can take some solace in the fact that perplexity here may be the 
product of alertness. And such alertness, together with a sort of tough- 
ness, is surely necessary to learn from “the Philosopher.” For in the course 
of his inquiry, Aristotle will challenge some of the guiding opinions, and 
deepest hopes, of his readers. That the goods at stake are the greatest 
ones, for anyone who opens the Nicomachean Ethics with a desire to learn, 
is indicated by a characteristic remark concerning friendship: “without 
friends, no one would wish to live, even if he possessed all other goods” 
(115545). In the pages of the Exzhics, then, we witness, and gradually be- 
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come a party to, the hunt for the life that is truly worth living—a life 
somehow “nobler and more divine” than any we may now know or even 
conceive of. 

The Nicomachean Ethics has engaged the interest of serious readers 
across centuries and civilizations—of peoples ancient and medieval, pa- 
gan and Christian, Muslim and Jewish. We remain convinced that it can 
still engage readers today. For even with the modern assault on ancient 
thought, the study of Aristotle not only has continued, from his time 
to our own, but is now even flourishing, as doubts about what has been 
called the modern “project” continue to deepen. The very great difh- 
culty of Aristotle’s work demands of us, it is true, continual study, re- 
flection, and conversation. But—to paraphrase Machiavelli’s beautiful 
praise of the ancient thinkers from whom he learned so much, even as he 
disagreed with many of their conclusions— readers today who enter the 
venerable court of Aristotle’s Lyceum will find themselves solicitously re- 
ceived there; and if they bring to the Ezhics the questions they begin to 
divine are the truly fundamental ones, they will find that Aristotle, in his 
humanity, will reply.”* 


14 - See Niccolo Machiavelli, letter to Vettori, December 10, 1513, in Machiavelli and 
His Friends: Their Personal Correspondence, ed. James B. Atkinson (Dekalb: Northern 
Illinois University Press, 2005). 
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This translation of Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics attempts to be as literal 
as sound English usage permits. We hold that literal translations, while 
certainly having their limits and even frustrations, nonetheless permit 
those without a reading knowledge of the original language the best pos- 
sible access to the text. St. Thomas Aquinas, for example, unable to read a 
word of Greek, still became a supreme interpreter of Aristotle on the basis 
of William of Moerbeke’s remarkably faithful translations of Greek into 
Latin, just as Averroes (Ibn Rushd) became “the Commentator” on “the 
Philosopher” despite having had access to the works of Aristotle only in 
Arabic translation. 

To be sure, we do not claim to have attained such fidelity to the origi- 
nal as did the great medieval translators. What is more, the distance be- 
tween contemporary English and ancient Greek is often great, and any 
simple substitution of this English word for that Greek one would re- 
sult in a largely unintelligible hash, one no longer in Greek but not yet in 
English either. What, then, do we mean by “literal translation”? We be- 
gin from the assumption or prejudice that Aristotle composed the Erh- 
ics with very great care—whether or not the text we have consists of or 
is derived from lecture notes—and hence that he chose every word with 
(as Maimonides would say) “great exactness and exceeding precision.” We 
have attempted to convey that exactness and precision. In practice this 
means that we have rendered all key terms by what we hold to be the clos- 
est English equivalent, resorting to explanatory footnotes when the de- 
mands of idiom or intelligibility have made this impossible. Readers may 
therefore be confident that an appearance of nature, for example, is due to 
the presence of the same Greek word or family of words ( phusis, phuein) 
in the original. It hardly needs to be said that the identification of “key 
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terms” and their English counterparts depends finally on the translators’ 
interpretation of Aristotle, on an understanding of his intention. The 
outlines of that understanding are found in the interpretive essay; the 
choice of key terms and their equivalents, in the list of Greek terms and 
the glossary. 

Readers will naturally disagree here and there with our choices. But be- 
cause we have tried to stick to them as consistently as possible, students 
of the English text can at least observe the contexts in which a given term 
appears and so begin to determine for themselves its nuances or shades 
of meaning. We note in this regard that we do not blush to translate areté 
as “virtue” in all its appearances, despite the fact that it is easy in Greek 
to speak of the areté of an eye or a horse (1106a17—19) and despite the 
somewhat stodgy, perhaps even slightly Victorian, sound of virtue. Areté, 
one can say provisionally, “both brings that of which it is the areté into a 
good condition and causes the work belonging to that thing to be done 
well” (1106a15—17); it is the chief characteristic of a given type of thing at 
its peak that also permits or promotes that peak. When Aristotle speaks 
of the areté of a human being, then, be it in action or in thinking, he 
does not have in mind the idiosyncratic, let alone relativistic, excellence 
(“flourishing”) peculiar to this or that individual. To the contrary, Aris- 
totle argues that there are eleven and only eleven moral aretai character- 
istic of human beings who act as they ought to act; those human beings 
with the aretai are “serious”; those without them, “base” or “corrupt” or 
even “wicked.” Hence virtue. 

One exception to strict literalness should be noted in advance. The 
title of the work contains a form of the word éthika, the plural of the ad- 
jective éthikon, which might be rendered as “what pertains to character”: 
ethics means the things pertaining to one’s character, and it is to these that 
Aristotle’s book is chiefly devoted. In the body of the Ethics, however, we 
have rendered the same adjective, when it modifies virtue, not as ethical 
but as moral: moral virtue pertains to one’s character, itself the product of 
habit (ethos), as distinguished from the virtue of thinking, the product of 
education and experience (see 2.1, at the beginning ). Perfect consistency, 
then, would demand speaking of either the Nicomachean Morals or ethi- 
cal virtue; but in rendering each as we have, we bowed to the tradition and 
to more or less ordinary usage. 

Aristotle’s Greek is notoriously terse or compressed, and where the 
grammar or meaning of the Greek clearly requires supplying a noun or 
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verb or phrase, we have done so without encumbering the translation 
with square brackets. We have instead reserved the use of such brackets 
to indicate the inclusion of words or phrases that in our judgment are re- 
quired for sense but that are to a greater degree open to interpretation 
or debate; occasionally, we use square brackets also to note an alterna- 
tive translation that captures the nuance of a term. In addition to alert- 
ing readers to departures from strict consistency or literalness, the notes 
explain historical and literary allusions and the more important textual 
difficulties or alternatives; all dates in the notes are BCE. 

The translation is based on Ingram Bywater’s edition of the Greek text 
(Ethica Nicomachea [Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1894]), although we have 
frequently consulted and been much aided by the philological studies 
and textual commentaries cited in the bibliography. The numbers and 
letters found in the margins of the translation reproduce as closely as pos- 
sible the standard Bekker pagination, based on his 1831 edition of the 
works of Aristotle as it appears in Bywater’s edition. We refer to books of 
the Ethics and also their chapters by Arabic numerals; these divisions, it 
should be said, are not due to Aristotle. 

Parts of the interpretive essay appeared in earlier versions in Rob- 
ert C. Bartlett, “Aristotle’s Introduction to the Problem of Happiness: 
On Book I of the Nicomachean Ethics? American Journal of Political Sci- 
ence §2, no. 3 (July 2008): 677-87; and in the following by Susan D. Col- 
lins: “The Moral Virtues in Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics? in Action and 
Contemplation: Studies in the Moral and Political Thought of Aristotle, ed. 
Robert C. Bartlett and Susan D. Collins, 131-53 (Albany: SUNY Press, 
1999); “Moral Virtue and the Limits of the Political Community in Aris- 
totle’s Nicomachean Ethics, American Journal of Political Science 48, no.1 
(January 2004): 47-61; and “Justice as a Virtue,’ chapter 3 of Aristotle 
and the Rediscovery of Citizenship (New York: Cambridge University 
Press, 2006), 67-90. 

We are grateful to the anonymous reviewers for their invaluable sug- 
gestions, as well as to the generous friends who read portions of the trans- 
lation and suggested many improvements: Wayne Ambler, Christopher 
Bruell, Eric Buzzetti, Lorna Dawson, Erik Dempsey, Amy Nendza, and 
Lorraine Pangle. This expression of gratitude does not of course imply 
their agreement with the choices we ultimately made; still less does it 
implicate them in the errors and other infelicities that undoubtedly re- 
main. Joshua Bridwell, Matthew Grinney, Jasmine Jenkins, and Robert 
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Ross aided in the preparation of the manuscript. Thomas Cleveland de- 
serves special thanks for compiling the general index. Robert Bartlett is 
indebted to the Earhart Foundation and its officers for a summer research 
grant that permitted him the freedom to complete his contributions to 
this volume. 
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ARISTOTLE'’S 
Nicomachean Ethics 
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Book 1 


CHAPTER ONE 


Every art and every inquiry, and similarly every action as well as choice, 
is held to aim at some good.’ Hence people have nobly’ declared that the 
good is that at which all things aim. But there appears to bea certain dif- 
ference among the ends: some ends are activities, others are certain works 
apart from the activities themselves, and in those cases in which there are 
certain ends apart from the actions, the works are naturally better than 
the activities.’ 


1 - Aristotle introduces several central terms here: techné, a technical art or craft, such as 
shoemaking, and the knowledge that goes together with it; praxis, action, which issues 
from the parts of the soul characterized by longing and desiring; and proairesis, choice, 
closely tied to action. See the glossary for these and other key terms. The verb Aris- 
totle uses here for “is held to” (dokein) is related to the noun translated as “opinion” 
(doxa); it may mean simply that something “seems” to be the case or that it is “held” 
to be so by opinion. 

2: Kalos: the adverb related to a central term, to kalon, which has a range of meanings 
for which English requires at least three: “noble,” “beautiful,” and “fine.” It denotes 
(physical) beauty but also and above all, in the Ethics, what is admirable in a moral 
sense. It will be translated most frequently as “the noble” (“noble,” “nobly,” “in a noble 
manner’) and, in the rare cases in which it refers unambiguously to physical beauty, as 
“beautiful.” In the present instance, Aristotle may say that the declaration in question 
is a “noble” one because it expresses a noble sentiment—that all things aim at the 
good—but not necessarily a true one: the conclusion drawn does not in fact follow 
from the premises given in the first sentence. 

3 - Another set of key terms is introduced here: telé (singular, telos), the “end” or goal of 
a thing; see also teleios, n. 37 below. Energeiai (singular, energeia), “activity,” means the 
state of being engaged in an act or the carrying out of a deed (ergo); it is thus related 
to the next term, erga (singular, ergon). Ergon cannot be captured by one English word; 
it may be translated as “work,” “product,” “task” or—especially when used in contrast 
to “speech” (logos) — “deed.” 
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Now, since there are many actions, arts, and sciences, * the ends too are 
many: of medicine, the end is health; of shipbuilding, a ship; of gener- 
alship, victory; of household management, wealth. And in all things of 
this sort that fall under some one capacity’—for just as bridle making 
and such other arts as concern equestrian gear fall under horsemanship, 
while this art and every action related to warfare fall under generalship, 
so in the same manner, some arts fall under one capacity, others under an- 
other— in a// of them, the ends of the architectonic ones are more choice- 
worthy than all those that fall under them, for these latter are pursued for 
the sake of the former. And it makes no difference at all whether the ends 
of the actions are the activities themselves or something else apart from 
these, as in the sciences mentioned. 


CHAPTER TWO 


If, therefore, there is some end of our actions that we wish for on account 
of itself, the rest being things we wish for on account of this end, and if 
we do not choose all things on account of something else—for in this way 
the process will go on infinitely such that the longing® involved is empty 
and pointless —clearly this would be the good, that is, the best.’ And with 
a view to our life, then, is not the knowledge of this good of great weight, 
and would we not, like archers in possession of a target, better hit on what 
is needed? If this is so, then one must try to grasp, in outline at least, what- 
ever it is and to which of the sciences or capacities it belongs. 

But it might be held to belong to the most authoritative and most 
architectonic one,’ and such appears to be the political art.’ For it or- 


4+ Or, “knowledge” in the strict sense (epistémé, here in the plural). We use “science” 
or “scientific knowledge” to distinguish epistémé from the other term Aristotle uses for 
knowledge, gndsis. 

5 - Or, “power” (dunamis), here and throughout. 

6 - This is the first instance of the term orexis, which we translate as “longing” and 
which refers in general to the appetency of the soul, of which epithumia, “desire,” is 
a species. The term is related to the verb oregein, which we translate as “to long for.” 

7 - To ariston: the superlative of to agathon, “the good.” Although some translators ren- 
der this term as the “highest” or “chief” good, we consistently translate it as “the best” 
to capture the sense that it is indeed a peak but may also be simply the best of the goods 
available to human beings. 

8+ “One” might refer to “science” (epistéme), “art” (techneé), or “capacity” (dunamis). 

9 - Aristotle here uses substantively the feminine singular adjective politiké (the politi- 
cal), without therefore specifying the noun it is meant to modify, as can be easily done 
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dains what sciences there must be in cities and what kinds each person 
in turn must learn and up to what point. We also see that even the most 
honored capacities— for example, generalship, household management, 
rhetoric —fall under the political art. Because it makes use of the remain- 
ing’” sciences and, further, because it legislates what one ought to do and 
what to abstain from, its end would encompass those of the others, with 
the result that this would be the human good. For even if this is the same 
thing for an individual and a city, to secure and preserve the good of the 
city appears to be something greater and more complete: the good of the 
individual by himself is certainly desirable enough, but that of a nation 
and of cities is nobler and more divine. 

The inquiry, then, aims at these things, since it is a sort of political in- 


quiry. 


CHAPTER THREE 


The inquiry would be adequately made if it should attain the clarity that 
accords with the subject matter. For one should not seek out precision in 
allarguments alike, just as one should not do so in the products of crafts- 
manship either. The noble things and the just things, which the politi- 
cal art examines, admit of much dispute and variability, such that they 
are held to exist by law’* alone and not by nature. And even the good 
things admit of some such variability on account of the harm that be- 
falls many people as a result of them: it has happened that some have 
been destroyed on account of their wealth, others on account of their 
courage. 

It would certainly be desirable enough, then, if one who speaks about 
and on the basis of such things demonstrate the truth roughly and in 
outline, and if, in speaking about and on the basis of things that are for 
the most part so, one draw conclusions of that sort as well. Indeed, in the 
same manner one must also accept each of the points being made. For it 


in Greek. “Science,” “art,” or “capacity” are all grammatically possible. We will trans- 
late the word consistently by (the) “political art”; the ending -iké generally indicates 
that an art (techné) is involved. 

10 - The MSS add at this point the word practical (or sciences “related to action”: prak- 
tikais), but Bywater, followed by Stewart and Burnet, deletes it. One MS omits the word 
translated as “remaining.” 


11 - Or, “convention,” “custom” (nomos); this is the first appearance of this important 


term. 
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belongs to an educated person to seek out precision in each genus to the 
extent that the nature of the matter allows: to accept persuasive speech 
from a skilled mathematician appears comparable to demanding demon- 
strations from a skilled rhetorician. Each person judges nobly the things 
he knows, and of these he is a good judge. He is a good judge of a particu- 
lar thing, therefore, if he has been educated with a view to it, but is a good 
judge simply if he has been educated about everything. Hence of the po- 
litical art, a young person is not an appropriate student,” for he is inex- 
perienced in the actions pertaining to life, and the arguments’ are based 
on these actions and concern them. 

Further, because he is disposed to follow the passions, he will listen 
pointlessly and unprofitably, since the end involved is not knowledge 
but action. And it makes no difference at all whether he is young in age 
or immature in character:"* the deficiency is not related to time but in- 
stead arises on account of living in accord with passion and pursuing each 
passion in turn. For to people of that sort, just as to those lacking self- 
restraint,’ knowledge is without benefit. But to those who fashion their 
longings in accord with reason and act accordingly, knowing about these 
things would be of great profit. 

About the student, and how one ought to accept [what is being said], 
and what it is that we propose, let these things stand as a prelude. 


CHAPTER FOUR 


Now, let us pick up again and—since all knowledge and every choice have 
some good as the object of their longing —let us state what it is that we say 
the political art aims at and what the highest of all the goods related to ac- 
tion is. As for its name, then, it is pretty much agreed on by most people; 


12 - Akroatés, literally, “listener” or “auditor,” perhaps of spoken lectures, perhaps of 
such lessons as are conveyed by listening—to the poets or to one’s father, for example 
(consider 1.4, end and 1.13, end). 

13 - Logoi (singular, logos). The term will be translated as “argument,” “reason,” “speech,” 
or “definition,” depending on the context; see also the glossary. 

14+ The first appearance of this important term (éthos), which appears, as a plural ad- 
jective, in the title of the work and is there translated as “ethics,” but is literally “things 
pertaining to character.” 

15 + That is, those who are unable to do the correct thing, though in some sense they 
know what it is. Aristotle will analyze both “self-restraint” and “lack of self-restraint” 
(enkrateia and akrasia) at 7.1-10. 
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for both the many’° and the refined say that it is happiness,’ and they sup- 
pose that living well and acting well’* are the same thing as being happy. 
But as for what happiness is, they disagree, and the many do not give a re- 
sponse similar to that of the wise. The former respond that it is something 
obvious and manifest, such as pleasure or wealth or honor, some saying 
it is one thing, others another. Often one and the same person responds 
differently, for when he is sick, it is health; when poor, wealth. And when 
they are aware of their own ignorance, they wonder at'” those who say 
something that is great and beyond them. Certain others, in addition, 
used to suppose that the good is something else, by itself, apart from these 
many good things, which is also the cause of their all being good. 

Now, to examine thoroughly all these opinions is perhaps rather point- 
less; those opinions that are especially prevalent or are held to have a cer- 
tain reason to them will suffice. But let it not escape our notice that there 
is a difference between the arguments that proceed from the principles” 
and those that proceed zo the principles. For Plato too used to raise this 
perplexity well and investigate it, whether the path is going from the prin- 
ciples or to the principles, just as on a racecourse one can proceed from 
the judges to the finish line or back again. One must begin from what is 
known, but this has a twofold meaning: there are things known to us, on 
the one hand, and things known simply, on the other. Perhaps it is neces- 
sary for us, at least, to begin from the things known to us. Hence he who 
will listen adequately to the noble things and the just things, and to the 
political things generally, must be brought up nobly by means of habitu- 
ation.” For the “that” is a principle, and if this should be sufficiently ap- 


16 - Hoi polloi: literally, “the many” or “the majority,” but in Greek as in English, the 
expression often carries a decidedly negative connotation. 

17 - Eudaimonia, the first appearance of this central term; see the glossary and intro- 
duction. 

18 - The expression Aristotle here uses (eu prattein) means in the first place “to act 
well,” but carries the extended meaning “to fare well,” with the implication that those 
who act well will indeed fare well: Aristotle’s investigation of happiness emphasizes the 
centrality of good action to happiness. 

19 - Or, “admire” (thaumazein). 

20 - Or, more simply, “beginning points,” “origins” (archai, the plural of arché). 

21 - Some MSS, and the ancient commentator Aspasius, read here “by means of cus- 
toms (usages, [moral ] characters)” (éthesin) rather than the “habituation” (in the plu- 
ral: ethesin) of one MS; Burnet accepts the former on the grounds that “[w]e have not 
settled yet that éthos comes from ethos” (alluding to the beginning of book 2); Stewart 
and Bywater accept the latter reading. 
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parent, there will be no need of the “why” in addition, and a person of 
the sort indicated has or would easily get hold of principles. As for him to 
whom neither of these is available, let him listen to the words of Hesiod: 


This one is altogether best who himself understands all things 

But good in his turn too is he who obeys one who speaks well. 

But he who neither himself understands nor, in listening to another, 
Takes this to heart, he is a useless man.” 


CHAPTER FIVE 


Let us speak from the point where we digressed. For on the basis of the 
lives they lead, the many and crudest seem to suppose, not unreasonably, 
that the good and happiness are pleasure. And thus they cherish the life 
of enjoyment. For the especially prominent ways of life are three: the one 
just mentioned, the political, and, third, the contemplative. 

Now, in choosing a life of fatted cattle, the many appear altogether 
slavish; but they attain a hearing, because many people in positions of au- 
thority experience passions like those of Sardanapallus.’* The refined and 
active, on the other hand, choose honor, for this is pretty much the end 
of the political life. But it appears to be more superficial than what is be- 
ing sought, for honor seems to reside more with those who bestow it than 
with him who receives it; and we divine that the good is something of 
one’s own and a thing not easily taken away. Further, people seem to pur- 
sue honor so that they may be convinced that they themselves are good; at 
any rate, they seek to be honored by the prudent,“ among those to whom 
they are known, and for their virtue.” It is clear, then, that in the case of 
these people at least, virtue is superior. 


22 - Hesiod, Works and Days 293, 295-97. The line Aristotle omits is: “Reflecting on 
what is better subsequently and in the end.” The term translated as “good” is not aga- 
thos but the more poetic esthlos (see also book 2, n. 18); “heart” is thumos, elsewhere 
rendered as “spiritedness” or “spirit.” 

23 : An Assyrian king (ruled ca. 669-627) renowned for, and apparently boastful of, 
his extravagant way of life and sensual indulgences. Aristotle mentions him also in the 
Eudemian Ethics (1216a16). 

24 - The first appearance of this adjective, related to the intellectual virtue of prudence 
( phronésis). 

25 - This is the first appearance of the term areté, which refers to the excellence specific 
to a given thing or being. It will be translated throughout as “virtue,” but one should 
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And perhaps someone might in fact suppose that virtue is to a greater 
degree the end of the political life. Yet it too appears to be rather incom- 
plete. For it seems to be possible for someone to possess virtue even while 
asleep or while being inactive throughout life and, in addition to these, 
while suffering badly and undergoing the greatest misfortunes. But no 
one would deem happy somebody living in this way, unless he were de- 
fending a thesis. But enough about these things: they have been spoken 
about adequately also in the circulated writings.”® 

Third is the contemplative life, about which we will make an investiga- 
tion in what will follow.”’ 

The moneymaking life is characterized by a certain constraint, and it is 
clear that wealth is not the good being sought, for it is a useful thing and 
for the sake of something else. Thus someone might suppose that the pre- 
viously mentioned things are ends to a greater degree than is money, for 
at least they are cherished for their own sakes. But they do not appear to 
be ends either, and many arguments have been widely distributed in op- 
position to them.” So let these things be dismissed. 


CHAPTER SIX 


As for the universal [good],” perhaps it is better to examine it and to go 
through the perplexities involved in the ways it is spoken of, although un- 
dertaking such an inquiry is arduous, because the men who introduced 


keep in mind that it is possible to refer in Greek to the “virtue” not only of human be- 
ings but also of other animals and even of inanimate objects. 

26 - It is unknown precisely what Aristotle here refers to; the extended meaning of the 
term may be “routine” or “everyday,” and the general sense is that these writings are 
not the most exacting. 

27 - For Aristotle’s explicit discussion, see 10.6-8. 

28 - Reading, with Gauthier and Jolif, the kai (and) of some MSS, rather than the kai- 
toi (although) of others, and taking pros in its not uncommon sense of “against” or “in 
opposition to.” The other reading could be rendered: “although many arguments have 
been widely distributed relating to them.” 

29 - Or, “general” (kathalou), here referring to the Platonic idea of the good as a self- 
subsisting whole separate from any particular good thing. The word order in Greek 
suggests at first blush that the subject of the chapter will be “the universal better” (to 
de kathalou beltion), and indeed Aristotle will argue that our experience of better and 


worse does not permit us access to a universal “good.” 
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the forms” are dear.”* But perhaps it might be held to be better, and in fact 
to be obligatory, at least for the sake of preserving the truth, to do away 
with even one’s own things, especially for those who are philosophers. For 
although both are dear, it is a pious thing to honor the truth first. 

Now, those who conveyed this opinion did not make ideas” pertain to 
those cases in which they spoke of the prior and posterior; hence they did 
not set up an idea of numbers either. But the good is spoken of in relation 
to what something is, and in relation to what sort of thing it is, and as re- 
gards its relation to something; but that which is the thing in itself — that 
is, the being—is prior by nature to any relation it has (for this is like an 
offshoot and accident of the being). As a result, there would not be any 
common idea pertaining to these things. 

And further, the good is spoken of in as many ways as is the term is— 
for the good is spoken of in relation to what something is (for example, 
the god and intellect®*); as for what sort of thing something is, the good 
is spoken of as the virtues; as for how much something is, it is spoken of 
as the measured amount; in its relation to something, as what is useful; 
as regards time, as the opportune moment; as regards place, as the [right] 
location; and other things of this sort. [Since all this is so,] it is clear that 
the good would not be something common, universal, and one. For if 
that were the case, it would not be spoken of in all the categories but in 
one alone. 

And further, since there is a single science of things that pertain to a 
single idea, there would also be some single science of a// the good things. 
But as things stand, there are many sciences even of things that fall under 
a single category —for example, the opportune moment: in war, it is gen- 


30 - Eidé (singular, eidos): a term closely associated with Plato or the Platonists. Like 
idea, the term that will shortly follow, the primary sense of eidos is “that which is seen,” 
in particular, the “form” or “shape” of a thing. In the Platonic doctrine of the forms, to 
which Aristotle refers here, the eidé are the self-subsisting forms that give each partic- 
ular thing its class character and hence are in some sense responsible for the existence 
of a thing as what it is. 

31 - Or, “friends” (philoi). 

32 - A transliteration of the term made famous by Plato and closely associated with ei- 
dos, or “form.” It is related to the verb to see and means most simply the outward look 
or appearance of a thing and, by extension, the class to which a group of things with 
similar looks belong; see also n. 58. 

33 + The first appearance of the term theos, “god,” and of the term nous, translated 
throughout as “intellect,” with the exception of 1110a11, 1112421, and 1115b9, where it is 
translated as “sense.” 
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eralship, in illness, medicine; and in the case of the measured amount of 
nourishment, on the one hand, it is medicine, but in that of physical ex- 
ertions, on the other, it is gymnastic training. 

But someone might be perplexed as to whatever they mean by “thing- 
as-such,” if in fact the very same account of human being pertains both to 
“human being-as-such” and to a given human being. For in the respect in 
which each is a human being, they will not differ at all. And if this is so, 
[then neither the good-as-such nor a good thing will differ] in the respect 
in which each is good. Moreover, the good will not be good to a greater 
degree by being eternal either, if in fact whiteness that lasts a long time 
will not be whiter than that which lasts only a day. 

The Pythagoreans™* seem to speak more persuasively about it by pos- 
iting the One in the column of the goods, and it is indeed they whom 
Speusippus”” seems to follow. But about these things let there be another 
argument. 

A certain dispute over the points stated begins to appear, because the 
arguments made [by the proponents of the forms] do not concern every 
good: things pursued and cherished by themselves are spoken of in refer- 
ence to a single form, but what produces these (or in some way preserves 
them or prevents their contraries) is spoken of as being good on account 
of the former sorts of goods and in a different manner. It is clear, then, 
that the good things would be spoken of in two senses: those that are 
good in themselves, others that are good on account of these. 

Separating the things good in themselves from those that are advanta- 
geous, then, let us examine whether the former are spoken of in reference 
to a single idea. What sorts of things might someone posit as being good 
in themselves? Is it so many things as are in fact pursued for themselves 
alone—for example, exercising prudence and seeing, as well as certain 
pleasures and honors? For even if we pursue these on account of some- 
thing else as well, nonetheless one might posit them as being among the 
things that are good in themselves. Or is nothing good in itself except 
the idea? The result will be that the form [abstracted from all individual 
good things] is pointless. But if in fact these things [that is, exercising pru- 
dence, seeing, and the like] are among the things good in themselves, the 


34 + Little is known about Pythagoras, a famous thinker of the sixth century hailing 
from Samos; but he, or his followers, became particularly well known for their math- 
ematical investigations. 

35 - An Athenian philosopher (ca. 407-339) who succeeded Plato as head of the Acad- 
emy in Athens. Though he was a prolific writer, only fragments of his work remain. 
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definition of the good will need to manifest itself as the same in a// cases, 
just as the definition of whiteness is the same in the case of snow and in that 
of white lead. But the definitions of honor, prudence, and pleasure are dis- 
tinct and differ in the very respect in which they are goods. It is not the case, 
therefore, that the good is something common in reference toa single idea. 

But how indeed are they spoken of [as good]? For they are not like 
things that share the same name by chance. Is it by dint of their stemming 
from one thing or because they a// contribute to one thing? Or is it more 
that they are such by analogy? For as there is sight in the body, so there 
is intellect in the soul, and indeed one thing in one thing, another in an- 
other. But perhaps we ought to leave these considerations be for now: to 
be very precise about them would be more appropriate to another phi- 
losophy. The case is similar with the idea as well: even if there is some one 
good thing that is predicated [of things] in common, or there is some sep- 
arate thing, itself by itself, it is clear that it would not be subject to action 
or capable of being possessed by a human being. But it is just some such 
thing that is now being sought. 

Perhaps someone might be of the opinion that it is better to be familiar 
with it, with a view to those goods that caz be possessed and are subject 
to action. By having this [universal good] as a sort of model, we will toa 
greater degree know also the things that are good for us; and if we know 
them, we will hit on them. Now, the argument has a certain persuasive- 
ness, but it seems to be inconsistent with the sciences. For although all 
sciences aim at some good and seek out what is lacking, they pass over 
knowledge of the good itself. And yet it is not reasonable for a// craftsmen 
to be ignorant of so great an aid and not even to seek it out. 

A further perplexity too is what benefit the weaver or carpenter might 
gain, in relation to his own art, by knowing this same good, or how he 
who has contemplated the idea itself will be a more skilled physician or 
general. For it appears that the physician does not examine even health 
this way, but inquires rather into the health of a human being and even 
more, perhaps, into that of this particular human being. For he treats pa- 
tients individually. 

And let what pertains to these things be stated up to this point. 


CHAPTER SEVEN 


Let us go back again to the good being sought, whatever it might be. For 
it appears to be one thing in one action or art, another in another: it is a 
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different thing in medicine and in generalship, and so on with the rest. 
What, then, is the good in each of these? Or is it that for the sake of which 
everything else is done? In medicine, this is health; in generalship, vic- 
tory; in house building, a house; and in another, it would be something 
else. But in every action and choice, it is the end involved, since it is for 
the sake of this that all people do everything else. As a result, if there is 
some end of a// actions, this would be the good related to action; and if 
there are several, then it would be these. So as the argument proceeds, it 
arrives at the same point. But one ought to try to make this clearer still. 

Since the ends appear to be several, and some of these we choose on 
account of something else—for example, wealth, an aulos,** and the in- 
strumental things generally—it is clear that not all ends are complete,” 
but what is the best appears to be something complete. As a result, if there 
is some one thing that is complete in itself, this would be what is being 
sought, and if there are several, then the most complete of these. We say 
that what is sought out for itself is more complete than what is sought 
out on account of something else, and that what is never chosen on ac- 
count of something else is more complete than those things chosen both 
for themselves and on account of this [further end]. The simply complete 
thing, then, is that which is always chosen for itself and never on account 
of something else. 

Happiness above all seems to be of this character, for we always choose 
it on account of itself and never on account of something else. Yet honor, 
pleasure, intellect, and every virtue we choose on their own account—for 
even if nothing resulted from them, we would choose each of them —but 
we choose them also for the sake of happiness, because we suppose that, 
through them, we will be happy. But nobody chooses happiness for the 
sake of these things, or, more generally, on account of anything else. 

The same thing appears to result also on the basis of self-sufficiency, 
for the complete good is held to be self-sufficient. We do not mean by se/f- 
sufficient what suffices for someone by himself, living a solitary life, but 
what is sufficient also with respect to parents, offspring, a wife, and, in 
general, one’s friends and fellow citizens, since by nature a human being 
is political. But it is necessary to grasp a certain limit to these; for if one 


36 + A double-reed instrument not unlike the modern oboe; the noun here is plural in 
the Greek. 

37 + Or, “perfect” (teleios); the adjective is related to the noun telos and suggests that 
which reached or fulfilled the end or goal appropriate to a given thing (see also n. 3 
above). 
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extends these to include the parents [of parents],** and descendants, and 
the friends of friends, it will go on infinitely. But this must be examined 
further later on. As for the self-sufficient, we posit it as that which by it- 
self makes life choiceworthy” and in need of nothing, and such is what 
we suppose happiness to be. 

Further, happiness is the most choiceworthy of all things because it 
is not just one among them —and it is clear that, were it included as one 
among many things, it would be more choiceworthy with the least ad- 
dition of the good things; for the good that is added to it results in a 
superabundance of goods, and the greater number of goods is always 
more choiceworthy. So happiness appears to be something complete and 
self-sufficient, it being an end of our actions. 

But perhaps saying that “happiness is best” is something manifestly 
agreed on, whereas what it is still needs to be said more distinctly. Now, 
perhaps this would come to pass if the work” of the human being should 
be grasped. For just as in the case of an aulos player, sculptor, and every 
expert, and in general with those who have a certain work and action, the 
relevant good and the doing of something well seem to reside in the work, 
so too the same might be held to be the case with a human being, if in fact 
there is a certain work that is a human being’s. Are there, then, certain 
works and actions of a carpenter and shoemaker, but none of a human 
being: would he, by contrast, be naturally “without a work”*’? Or just as 
there appears to be a certain work of the eye, hand, and foot, and in fact 
of each of the parts in general, so also might one posit a certain work of a 
human being apart from all these? 

So whatever, then, would this work be? For living appears to be some- 
thing common even to plants, but what is peculiar [to human beings] is 
being sought. One must set aside, then, the life characterized by nutrition 
as well as growth. A certain life characterized by sense perception would 
be next, but it too appears to be common toa horse and cow and in fact to 
every animal. So there remains a certain active life of that which possesses 


38 - This additional phrase, not present in the MSS, seems necessary in order to make 
the text consistent with 1097b9-10; it is suggested by Rassow and accepted by both 
Burnet and Gauthier and Jolif. 

39 - Some MSS add at this point the words “and sufficient” (arkion) (or, “sufficient and 
choiceworthy”). 

40 - To ergon: see n. 3 as well as the glossary. 

41 + Argon: literally, without an ergon, a work, task, or function, and so by extension 
idle. 
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reason; and what possesses reason includes what is obedient to reason, on 
the one hand, and what possesses it and thinks, on the other. But since 
this [life of reason in the second sense] also is spoken of in a twofold way, 
one must posit the life [of that which possesses reason] in accord with 
an activity, for this seems to be its more authoritative meaning.” And if 
the work of a human being is an activity of soul in accord with reason, or 
not without reason, and we assert that the work of a given person is the 
same in kind as that of a serious” person, just as it would be in the case 
of a cithara™ player and a serious cithara player, and this would be so in 
all cases simply when the superiority in accord with the virtue is added 
to the work; for it belongs to a cithara player to play the cithara, but to a 
serious one to do so well. But if this is so’ —and we posit the work of a 
human being as a certain life, and this is an activity of soul and actions ac- 
companied by reason, the work of a serious man being to do these things 
well and nobly, and each thing is brought to completion well in accord 
with the virtue proper to it—if this is so, then the human good becomes 
an activity of soul in accord with virtue, and if there are several virtues, 
then in accord with the best and most complete one. 

But, in addition, in a complete life. For one swallow does not make a 
spring, nor does one day. And in this way, one day or a short time does not 
make someone blessed and happy either. 

Let the good have been sketched in this way, then, for perhaps one 


42 - The subject of the sentence is unclear, and we supply the immediately preceding 
referent, the life in accord with the part of the soul that possesses reason and thinks; 
of this part, there is both an activity and a characteristic (exis); and, as Aristotle will 
argue in 1.8, happiness consists in the activity or use rather than the mere possession 
of a characteristic. Burnet recommends dropping the immediately preceding phrase, 
which distinguishes the two parts of the soul; he argues that the phrase “interrupts the 
argument and destroys the grammar.” On his reading, the referent would be simply the 
active life of that which possesses reason. 

43 - The first appearance of the term spoudaios. The “serious” (spoudaios) human be- 
ing is characterized by the correct devotion to and exercise of moral virtue, although 
Aristotle extends the term to anything that does its own “work” well, including horses 
and eyes: see 2.6. 

44 - A plucked instrument with a tortoiseshell soundboard. 

45 - Bywater brackets everything within the dashes on the grounds that it is both awk- 
ward and a repetition of points already raised. The grammar here is difficult; Burnet, 
who accepts the text, confesses that he “hardly [likes] to put a limit to the capacity of 
Aristotle for long and complicated protases even when they involve repetitions and 
grammatical awkwardnesses.” 
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ought to outline it first and then fill it in later. It might seem to belong to 
everyone to advance and fully articulate things whose sketch is in a noble 
condition, and time is a good discoverer of or contributor to such things: 
from this have arisen the advances in the arts too, for it belongs to every- 
one to add what is lacking. 

But one must remember the points mentioned previously as well, to 
the effect that one must not seek out precision in all matters alike but 
rather in each thing in turn as accords with the subject matter in question 
and insofar as is appropriate to the inquiry. For both carpenter and geom- 
eter seek out the right angle but in different ways: the former seeks it in- 
sofar as it is useful to his work; the latter seeks out what it is or what sort 
of a thing it is, for he is one who contemplates” the truth. One ought to 
act in the same manner also in other cases, so that things extraneous to the 
works involved not multiply. And one should not demand the cause in all 
things alike either; rather, it is enough in some cases to have nobly pointed 
out the “that”—such is the case in what concerns the principles—and the 
“that” is the first thing and a principle. Some principles are observed” by 
means of induction, * some by perception, some by a certain habituation, 
and others in other ways. One ought to try to go in search of each in turn 
in the manner natural to them and to be serious about their being nobly 
defined. For they are of great weight in what follows from them: the be- 
ginning” seems to be more than half of the whole, and many of the points 
being sought seem to become manifest on account of it. 


CHAPTER EIGHT 


One must examine what concerns it,”” not only on the basis of the conclu- 
sion and the premises on which the argument rests, but also on the basis 
of things said about it. For with the truth, all the given facts harmonize; 
but with what is false, the truth soon hits a wrong note. 


46 - Or, isan “observer,” “spectator” (theatés); the term is related to the words translated 
as “contemplation” and “contemplative” (thedretiké, theoretikos). 

47 - Again, “contemplated,” “beheld,” or “seen” (therein). 

48 - Atechnical term of Aristotelian logic (epagogé); see also 6.3. 

49 - Arché: “principle” or “beginning point” (see n. 20). 

50 - The nearest grammatical subject is “beginning” or “principle” (arché). Gau- 
thier and Jolif (following Susemihl) object to this and suggest making a relatively small 
change in the reading of the MSS (from autés to autou) such that the referent would be 
“the good” rather than “principle.” 
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Now, although the good things have been distributed in a threefold 
manner—both those goods said to be external, on the one hand, and 
those pertaining to soul and to body, on the other—we say that those 
pertaining to soul are the most authoritative and especially good. And we 
posit as those “goods pertaining to soul,” the soul’s actions and activities. 
As a result, the argument” would be stated nobly, at least according to 
this opinion, which is ancient and agreed to by those who philosophize. 
It would be correct too to say that certain actions and activities are the 
end, for in this way the end belongs among the goods related to soul, not 
among the external ones. 

And that the happy person both lives well and acts well harmonizes 
with the argument, for [happiness] was pretty much said to be a certain 
kind of living well and good action.” It also appears that a// the things 
being sought pertaining to happiness are included in what was said: in 
the opinion of some, happiness is virtue; of others, prudence; of oth- 
ers, a certain wisdom; in the opinion of still others, it is these or some of 
these things, together with pleasure or not without pleasure. And others 
include alongside these the prosperity related to external goods as well. 
Many of the ancients say some of these things, a few men of high repute 
say others of them; and it is reasonable that neither of these two groups 
be wholly in error, but rather that they be correct in some one respect, at 
least, or even in most respects. 

The argument, then, is in harmony with those who say that [happi- 
ness] is virtue or a certain virtue, for the activity in accord with virtue 
belongs to virtue. But perhaps it makes no small difference whether one 
supposes the best thing to reside in possession or use, that is, in a charac- 
teristic’’ or an activity. For it is possible that, although the characteristic is 
present, it accomplishes nothing good—for example, in the case of some- 


51 - The main verb is without an expressed subject; we follow the suggestion of Burnet 
and assume /ogos, here rendered as “argument,” although “definition” (of happiness) is 
another possibility. 

52 - “Good action” or “faring well” (eupraxia): the abstract noun here used is related to 
the word translated as “action” throughout ( praxis); and the previous terms in the sen- 
tence, “acts well” (euprattein), can also be translated as “fares well”; see n. 17. 

53 - This is the first appearance of the important term hexis, which is related to a verb 
(echein) that means to have, hold, or possess, and in conjunction with an adverb, to be 
in a given state. A hexis in the context of the Ethics is an ordered disposition or state of 
soul, produced by habituation, and active especially in the face of pleasures and pains; 
as Aristotle notes at the end of book 1, the praiseworthy characteristics are the (moral) 
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one who is asleep or has been otherwise hindered. But this is not possible 
when it comes to the activity: of necessity, a person will act, and he will 
act well. For just as it is not the noblest and strongest who are crowned 
with the victory wreath in the Olympic Games but rather the competi- 
tors (for it is certain of these who win), so also it is those who act correctly 
who attain the noble and good things in life. 

But their life is also pleasant in itself; for feeling pleasure is among the 
things related to the soul, and there is pleasure for each person in con- 
nection with whatever he is said to be a lover”* of —for example, a horse 
is pleasant to the horse lover, a play to the theater lover. In the same man- 
ner too, the just things are pleasant to the lover of justice, and in general, 
things in accord with virtue are pleasant to the lover of virtue. Now, things 
pleasant to the many do battle with one another, because such things are 
not pleasant by nature; but to the lovers of what is noble, the things pleas- 
ant by nature are pleasant. Such too are the actions in accord with virtue, 
with the result that they are pleasant both to such people and in them- 
selves. Indeed, the life [of those who love what is noble] has no need of 
additional pleasure, like a sort of added charm, but possesses pleasure in 
itself. For, in addition to the points mentioned, he who takes no delight 
in noble actions is not good either; for no one would say that somebody 
who does not delight in acting justly is just or who does not delight in lib- 
eral actions is liberal, and similarly in the other cases as well. And if this is 
so, then the actions in accord with virtue would, in themselves, be pleas- 
ant. But certainly these actions are good as well as noble;”’ and they will 
be each of these especially, if in fact the serious person judges nobly about 
them—and he judges as we said. 

Happiness, therefore, is the best, noblest, and most pleasant thing; and 
these are not separated, as the inscription at Delos has it: 


Noblest is what is most just, but best is to be healthy; 
And most pleasant by nature is for someone to attain what he passion- 
ately desires. 


For a// these are present in the best activities, and we assert that happiness 
is these activities—or the best one among them. 

Nonetheless, it® manifestly requires external goods in addition, just 
54+ The love here indicated is philia, friendship or friendly love, not erés or erotic desire. 


55 + One MS reads “noble, as well as good.” 
56 - Either “happiness” or “the best activity” is a grammatically possible subject. 
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as we said. For it is impossible or not easy for someone without equip- 
ment to do what is noble: many things are done through instruments, 
as it were—through friends, wealth, and political power. Those who 
are bereft of some of these (for example, good birth, good children, or 
beauty) disfigure their blessedness,”’ for a person who is altogether ugly 
in appearance,”* or of poor birth, or solitary and childless cannot really 
be characterized as happy; and he is perhaps still less happy, if he should 
have altogether bad children or friends or, though he did have good ones, 
they are dead. Just as we said, then, [happiness] seems to require some 
such external prosperity” in addition. This is why some make good for- 
tune equivalent to happiness, and others, virtue. 


CHAPTER NINE 


This is also why the perplexity arises as to whether happiness is some- 
thing that can be gained through learning or habituation or through 
some other practice, or whether it comes to be present in accord with a 
sort of divine allotment or even through chance. 

Now, if there is in fact anything that is a gift of the gods to human be- 
ings, it is reasonable that happiness is god given, and it especially among 
the human concerns insofar as it is the best of them. But perhaps this 
would be more appropriate to another examination —yet it appears that 
even if happiness is not god sent but comes to be present through virtue 
and a certain learning or practice, it is among the most divine things. For 
the prize of virtue or its end appears to be best and to be something divine 
and blessed. It would also be something common to many people, for it 
is possible for it to be available, through a certain learning and care, to all 
who have not been rendered defective in point of virtue. And ifit is better 
to be happy in this way rather than through chance, it is reasonable that 
this is how [happiness is acquired |—if in fact what accords with nature 
is naturally in the noblest possible state, and similar too is what accords 


57 - The terms translated as “bereft” and “disfigure” in this clause are poetic or tragic 
and hence rare in Aristotle. 

58 - Aristotle here uses the term idea, characteristic of the Platonic “doctrine of ideas,” 
in its primary sense of outward appearance or look (see n. 32 above). 

59 - This phrase attempts to capture a word (euémeria) whose components suggest 
“having a good day” or spending one’s days cheerfully; the word then came to mean 
being successful or enjoying good luck. The same word appears also at 1178633. 
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with art and with cause as a whole, and especially the best [art or cause]. 
To entrust the greatest and noblest thing to chance would be excessively 
discordant. 

What is being sought is manifest also on the basis of the argument [or 
definition], for happiness was said to be a certain sort of activity of soul in 
accord with virtue. Now, of the remaining goods, some must necessarily 
be present, others are coworkers and by nature useful in an instrumental 
way. And these points would be in agreement also with those made at the 
beginning: we posited the end of the political art as best, and it exercises 
a very great care to make the citizens of a specific sort— namely, good and 
apt to do the noble things. It is to be expected, then, that we do not say 
that either a cow or a horse or any other animal is at all happy, for none 
of them are able to share in such an activity. It is because of this too that a 
child is not happy either: he is not yet apt to do such things, on account of 
his age, though some children are spoken of as blessed on account of the 
expectation” involved in their case. For, as we said, both complete virtue 
and a complete life are required: many reversals and all manner of for- 
tune arise in the course of life, and it is possible for someone who is par- 
ticularly thriving to encounter great disasters in old age, just as the myth 
is told about Priam in the Trojan tales.* Nobody deems happy someone 
who deals with fortunes of that sort and comes to a wretched end. 


CHAPTER TEN 


Should one, then, not deem happy any human being for so long as he is 
alive; but must one look instead, as Solon” has it, to his end? But if in- 
deed it is necessary to posit such a thesis, then is in fact a person happy 
when he is dead? Or is this, at least, altogether strange, especially for us 
who say that happiness is a certain activity? But if we do not say that the 
dead person is happy—and this is not what Solon means either— but say 
rather that someone might safely deem a human being blessed only once 
he is already at a remove from bad things and misfortunes, this too admits 


60 - Or, “hope” (elpis). 

61 - Priam, the highly respected king of Troy in Homer’s Iliad, witnesses the destruc- 
tion of his city in the course of the Trojan War and so loses all that his great virtue and 
fortune had bestowed on him, not least his fifty sons (see Homer, Iliad 24.493-94; 
compare 24.248-52, 686-88, 751-53). 

62 - An Athenian statesman, legislator, and poet (ca. 638-558); for his conversation 
with King Croesus of Lydia, here alluded to, see Herodotus 1.32. 
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of some dispute. For it is held that both something bad and something 
good can befall the dead person, if in fact they can befall the living person 
who does not perceive it—for example, honors and dishonors, and the 
faring well or the misfortunes of his offspring and descendants generally. 

But these things too are perplexing: for someone who has lived bless- 
edly until old age and come to his end accordingly,” it is possible that 
many reversals may occur involving his descendants, just as some of these 
descendants may be good and attain the life that accords with their merit, 
but others the contrary. Yet it is clear that it is possible for these descen- 
dants to be of varying degrees of remove from their ancestors. Indeed, it 
would be strange if even the dead person should share in reversals and 
become now happy, now wretched again. But it would be strange too if 
nothing of the affairs of the descendants should reach the ancestors, not 
even for a certain time. 

But one must return to the perplexity previously mentioned, for per- 
haps what is now being sought might also be contemplated on the basis of 
it. Ifindeed one does have to see a person’s end and at that time deem each 
person blessed, not as being blessed [now] but as having been such previ- 
ously — how is this not strange if, when he is happy, what belongs to him 
will not be truly attributed to him? [This strange consequence arises] on 
account of our wish not to call the living happy, given the reversals that 
may happen, and of our supposition that happiness is something lasting 
and by no means easily subject to reversals, while fortunes often revolve 
for the same people. For it is clear that if we should follow someone’s 
fortunes, we will often say that the same person is happy and then again 
wretched, declaring that the happy person is a sort of chameleon and on 
unsound footing. 

Or is it not at all correct to follow someone’s fortunes? For it is not in 
these that doing well or badly consists. Rather, human life requires these 
fortunes in addition, just as we said; yet it is the activities in accord with 
virtue that have authoritative control over happiness, and the contrary ac- 
tivities over the contrary. 

The perplexity just now raised also bears witness to the argument, 
since in none of the human works is anything so secure as what pertains 
to the activities that accord with virtue. For such activities seem to be 
more lasting than even the sciences; and the most honored of them seem 
to be more lasting, because those who are blessed live out their lives en- 


63 - Literally, “in accord with reason [logos].” 
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gaged, to the greatest degree and most continuously, in these activities. 
This seems to be the cause of our not forgetting such activities. Indeed, 
what is being sought will be available to the happy person, and he will be 
such throughout life. For he will always or most ofall act on and contem- 
plate what accords with virtue, and he—at least he who is truly good and 
“four-square, without blame”™—he will bear fortunes altogether nobly 
and suitably in every way. 

Now, many things occur by chance, and they differ in how great or 
small they are. The small instances of good fortune, and similarly of its 
opposite, clearly do not tip the balance of one’s life, whereas the great and 
numerous ones that occur will make life more blessed (since these natu- 
rally help adorn life, and dealing with them is noble and serious). But 
those fortunes that turn out in the contrary way restrict and even ruin 
one’s blessedness, for they both inflict pains and impede many activities. 
Nevertheless, even in the midst of these, nobility shines through, when- 
ever someone bears up calmly under many great misfortunes, not because 
of any insensitivity to pain but because he is wellborn and great souled.” 

And if the activities have authoritative control over life, just as we said, 
then no one who is blessed would become wretched, since he will never 
do things that are hateful and base. For we suppose that someone who 
is truly good and sensible bears up under all fortunes in a becoming way 
and always does what is noblest given the circumstances, just as a good 
general makes use, with the greatest military skill, of the army he has and 
a shoemaker makes the most beautiful shoe out of the leather given him. 
It holds in the same manner with all the other experts as well. And if 
this is so, the happy person would never become wretched—nor indeed 
would he be blessed, it is true, if he encounters the fortunes of Priam. He 
would not be unstable and subject to reversals either, for he will not be 
easily moved from happiness, and then not by any random misfortunes 
but only by great and numerous ones. And as a result of such things he 
would not become happy again in a short time; but, if in fact he does, he 
will do so in the completion of some lengthy time during which he comes 
to attain great and noble things. 

What, then, prevents one from calling happy someone who is active in 
accord with complete virtue and who is adequately equipped with exter- 


64 - From Simonides, a lyric and elegiac poet (ca. 556-468); see also Plato Protagoras 
339b, where parts of the poem from which this line is taken are quoted and discussed. 
65 - Or, “magnanimous.” This is the first appearance of this important virtue (megalo- 
psychia), which Aristotle will analyze at 4.3. 
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nal goods, not for any chance time but in a complete life? Or must one 
posit in addition that he will both live in this way and meet his end ac- 
cordingly**—since the future is immanifest to us, and we posit happiness, 
wholly and in every way, as an end and as complete? And if this is so, we 
will say that those among the living who have and will have available to 
them the things stated are blessed —but blessed human beings. 

Let what pertains to these things too be defined up to this point. 


CHAPTER ELEVEN 


But that the fortunes of a person’s descendants and all his friends contrib- 
ute nothing whatsoever [to his happiness] appears to be excessively op- 
posed to what is dear®’ and contrary to the opinions held. And because 
the things that may befall us are many and differ in various respects — 
some hitting closer to home, other less so—thoroughly distinguishing 
each appears to be a long and even endless task. But perhaps for the mat- 
ter to be stated generally and in outline would be adequate. 

Just as some of the misfortunes that concern a person himself have a 
certain gravity and weight as regards his life but others seem lighter, so 
also the misfortunes that concern all his friends are similar; and if, con- 
cerning each thing suffered, it makes a difference whether the friends are 
alive or have met their end, far more than if the unlawful and terrible 
things in tragic plays occur before the action of the play or during it, then 
one must indeed take this difference into account—and even more, per- 
haps, when it comes to the perplexity raised concerning those who have 
passed away,” that is, whether they share in something good or in the 
opposite. For it seems, on the basis of these points, that even if anything 
at all does get through to them, whether good or its contrary, it is some- 
thing faint and small, either simply so or to them. And if this is not so, 
then what gets through to them is, at any rate, of such a degree and kind 
that it does not make happy those who are not such or deprive those who 
are happy of their blessedness. The friends’ faring well, then, appears to 
make some contribution to the condition of those who have passed away, 
as does, similarly, their faring ill—but a contribution of such a kind and 
degree as not to make the happy unhappy or anything else of that sort. 


66 - Or, “according to reason” (see n. 63). 

67 + Or, perhaps, “excessively unfriendly” or even “hateful” (aphilon). 

68 « Literally, “those who have grown weary, a euphemistic term, characteristic of trag- 
edy, that can be applied either to the sick or to the dead. 
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CHAPTER TWELVE 


With these things defined, let us examine closely whether happiness is 
something praised or rather honored, for it is clear that it does not be- 
long among the capacities, at any rate.’ Now, everything praised appears 
to be praised for its being of a certain sort and for its condition relative to 
something: we praise the just person, the courageous person, and, in gen- 
eral, the good person as well as virtue itself, on account of the actions and 
works involved; and we praise the strong man and the swift runner and 
each of the rest for their being, by nature, of a certain sort and for their 
condition in relation to something good and serious. This is clear also on 
the basis of the praises offered to the gods, since it is manifestly laughable 
for them to be compared to us; but this happens because praise arises 
through comparison, as we said. And if praise is of things of that sort, it 
is clear that not praise but something greater and better than praise ap- 
plies to the best things, as in fact appears to be the case: the gods we deem 
blessed and happy, and the most divine of men we deem blessed.” 

The case is similar with the good things too: none praise happiness the 
way they praise justice; rather, people deem happiness a blessed thing, on 
the grounds that it is something more divine and better. And Eudoxus too 
seems to have nobly pleaded his case that the first prize belongs to plea- 
sure. For the fact that it is not praised as being among the good things re- 
veals, he supposed, that it is superior to the things praised; and such, he 
supposed, is the god and the good. For it is to these that all else is com- 
pared. Indeed, praise belongs to virtue: people are apt to do noble things 
as a result of virtue, whereas encomiums belong to the works of both body 
and soul alike. But perhaps being very precise about these things is more 
appropriate to those who have labored over encomiums; to us it is clear, 
on the basis of what has been said, that happiness belongs among the 
things that are honored and complete. This seems to be the case also on 
account of its being a principle: it is for the sake of this that we all do ev- 
erything else, and we posit the principle and the cause of the good things 
as being something honorable and divine. 


69 - For a possible interpretation of this line, see Aristotle’s treatment of capacities in 
2.1 and 2.5. 

70: The reading of the MSS. Burnet, following the text of Bywater and the suggestion 
of Susemihl, deletes the final verb such that the emended text would read in translation, 
“we deem blessed and happy the gods as well as the most divine of men.” 
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CHAPTER THIRTEEN 


Now, since happiness is a certain activity of soul in accord with complete 
virtue, what concerns virtue would have to be examined. For perhaps in 
this way we might better contemplate happiness as well. And the politi- 
cian in the true sense seems to have labored over this especially, for he 
wishes to make the citizens good and obedient to the laws. We have as 
models of these the lawgivers of the Cretans and Lacedaimonians, and 
any others of that sort there might have been. And if this examination is 
a part of the political art, it is clear that the investigation would be in ac- 
cord with the choice made at the beginning. 

But that we must examine the virtue distinctive of a human being is 
clear, for we were seeking both the human good and human happiness. 
We mean by “virtue distinctive of a human being” not that of the body 
but that of the soul, and by “happiness” we mean an activity of soul. But 
if these things are so, then it is clear that the politician ought to know 
in some way about the soul, just as also someone who is going to treat 
the eye must know the whole body as well—and even more so inasmuch 
as the political art is more honorable and better than medicine. Those 
physicians who are refined take very seriously what pertains to knowl- 
edge of the body, and the politician too ought to contemplate the soul; 
but he ought to contemplate it for the sake of these things and up to the 
point that is adequate for what is being sought: to be more precise is per- 
haps too difficult given the tasks set forth. But some points concerning 
the soul are stated sufficiently even in the exoteric”’ arguments, and one 
ought to make use of them—for example, that one part of it is nonra- 
tional, another possesses reason. Yet whether these things are divided, 
like the parts of the body and every divisible thing, or whether they are 
two in speech but naturally inseparable, like the convex and the concave 
in the circumference of a circle, makes no difference with a view to the 
present task. 

Of the nonrational, one part seems to be that which is held in com- 
mon and vegetative—I mean that which causes nutrition and growth. 
For someone could posit that such a capacity of the soul is in all things 
that are nourished and in embryos, and that this same capacity is present 
in the completed things as well, for this is more rational than positing 


71 - Evidently a reference to writings intended for a wider or more popular audience; 
see also n. 26. 
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some other capacity. A certain virtue belonging to this capacity, then, ap- 
pears to be common and not distinctive of a human being. For this part 
and its capacity seem particularly active in sleep, but the good person and 
the bad would be least distinct in sleep. (So it is that people assert that for 
half of life, the happy do not differ at all from the wretched, and this is to 
be expected: sleep is an idleness of that in reference to which the soul is 
said to be serious or base.) Unless, that is, certain motions do reach them 
to a small degree, and in this way the dreams of the decent” are better 
than those of people at random. But enough about these things: let the 
nutritive part be, since it does not naturally share in human virtue. 

Yet there seems to be also a certain other nature of the soul that is non- 
rational, although it does share in reason in a way. For in the case of the 
self-restrained person and of the one lacking self-restraint, we praise their 
reason and that part of their soul possessing reason, since it correctly ex- 
horts them toward the best things. But there appears to be something else 
in them that is by nature contrary to reason, which does battle with and 
strains against reason. For just as when we choose to move paralyzed parts 
of the body to the right and they are, to the contrary, borne off to the left, 
so also with the soul: the impulses of those lacking self-restraint are to- 
ward things contrary [to their reason}. Yet whereas in the case of bodies, 
we see the thing being borne off, in the case of the soul we do not see it. 
But perhaps one must hold there to be, no less in the case of the soul too, 
something contrary to reason that opposes and blocks it. How it is dif- 
ferent does not matter at all; it too appears to share in reason, as we said. 
In the case of the self-restrained person, at any rate, it is obedient to the 
commands of reason—and perhaps it heeds those commands still more 
readily in the case of the moderate or courageous person, since then it is 
in all respects in harmony with reason. 

It appears, therefore, that the nonrational part is twofold, for the veg- 
etative part has nothing in common with reason; but that part character- 
ized by desire, and by longing in general, shares somehow in reason inas- 
much as it heeds it and is apt to be obedient to its commands. Thus we 
assert that [he who is in this way obedient to the commands] of his fa- 
ther and friends in some manner possesses reason—and not that he does 
so in the manner of [someone knowledgeable in] mathematics. That the 
nonrational part is somehow persuaded by reason is indicated both by 


72 + Epieikés, here in its general sense of “decent,” is also rendered as “equitable” in the 
discussion of justice and equity in 5.10. 
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admonition and by all criticism as well as exhortation. But if we must as- 
sert that this part too possesses reason, then that which possesses reason 
will be twofold as well: what possesses it in the authoritative sense and in 
itself, on the one hand, and, on the other, what has it in the sense of being 
apt to listen as one does to one’s father. 

Virtue too is defined in accord with this distinction, for we say that 
some of the virtues are intellectual, others moral: wisdom, comprehen- 
sion, and prudence being intellectual, liberality and moderation being 
moral. For in speaking about someone’s character, we do not say that he 
is wise or comprehending but that he is gentle or moderate. Yet we praise 
the wise person too with respect to the characteristic that is his, and we 
say that of the characteristics, the praiseworthy ones are virtues. 


73 - Ethikos, here in the plural, from éthos, the same word appearing in 1.3 (see n. 14 
above) and, as a plural adjective, in the title of the work. When it is used in relation to 
virtue or the virtues, we will always translate it as “moral,” in deference to the tradi- 
tional translation, “moral virtue.” 
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CHAPTER ONE 


Virtue, then, is twofold, intellectual and moral. Both the coming-into- 
being and increase of intellectual virtue result mostly from teaching — 
hence it requires experience and time — whereas moral virtue is the result 
of habit, and so it is that moral virtue got its name [éthiké] by a slight al- 
teration of the term habit [ethos]. Ic is also clear, as a result, that none of 
the moral virtues are present in us by nature, since nothing that exists by 
nature is habituated to be other than it is. For example, a stone, because 
it is borne downward by nature, could not be habituated to be borne up- 
ward, not even if someone habituates it by throwing it upward ten thou- 
sand times. Fire too could not be borne downward, nor could anything 
else that is naturally one way be habituated to be another. Neither by na- 
ture, therefore, nor contrary to nature are the virtues present; they are in- 
stead present in us who are of such a nature as to receive them, and who 
are completed’ through habit. 

Further, in the case of those things present in us by nature, we are first 
provided with the capacities associated with them, then later on dis- 
play the activities, something that is in fact clear in the case of sense per- 
ceptions. For it is not as a result of seeing many times or hearing many 
times that we came to have those sense perceptions; rather, it is, con- 
versely, because we have them that we use them, and not because we 
use them that we have them. But the virtues we come to have by engag- 
ing in the activities first, as is the case with the arts as well. For as re- 
gards those things we must learn how to do, we learn by doing them— 
for example, by building houses, people become house builders, and by 


1- Or, “who are perfected.” The same participle (teleioumenois) may also be taken to 
be in the middle rather than the passive voice: “and who complete or perfect them- 
selves through habit.” 
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playing the cithara, they become cithara players. So too, then, by doing 
just things we become just; moderate things, moderate; and courageous 
things, courageous. What happens in the cities too bears witness to this, 
for by habituating citizens, lawgivers make them good, and this is the 
wish of every lawgiver; all who do not do this well are in error, and it is in 
this respect that a good regime’ differs from a base regime. 

Further, as a result of and on account of the same things, every vir- 
tue both comes into being and is destroyed,” as is similarly the case also 
with an art. For it is as a result of playing the cithara that both good and 
bad cithara players arise, and analogously with house builders and all the 
rest: as a result of building houses well, people will be good house build- 
ers; but as a result of doing so badly, they will be bad ones. If this were 
not the case, there would be no need of a teacher, but everyone would 
come into being already good or bad. So too in the case of the virtues: by 
doing things in our interactions with human beings, some of us become 
just, others unjust; and by doing things in terrifying circumstances and 
by being habituated to feel fear or confidence, some of us become coura- 
geous, others cowards. The case is similar as regards desires and bouts of 
anger. For some people become moderate and gentle, others licentious 
and irascible, the former as a result of conducting themselves in the one 
way, the latter as a result of doing so in the other. And so, in a word, the 
characteristics come into being as a result of the activities akin to them. 
Hence we must make our activities be of a certain quality, for the char- 
acteristics correspond to the differences among the activities. It makes 
no small difference, then, whether one is habituated in this or that way 
straight from childhood but a very great difference —or rather the whole 
difference. 


CHAPTER TWO 


Now, since the present subject is taken up, not for the sake of contempla- 
tion, as are others— for we are conducting an examination, not so that we 
may know what virtue is, but so that we may become good, since other- 
wise there would be no benefit from it—it is necessary to examine mat- 
ters pertaining to actions, that is, how one ought to perform them. For 


2 - The first appearance of this important political term (politeia), which refers to the 
authoritative ruling element in a political community. Aristotle’s sixfold classification 
of regimes is found in 8.10. 

3 - Or, perhaps, “ruined,” “corrupted” ( phtheirein). 
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these actions have authoritative control over what sorts of characteristics 
come into being, just as we have said. Now, “acting in accord with correct 
reason” is commonly granted, and let it be posited for now—what per- 
tains to it will be spoken of later, both what “correct reason” is and how 
it relates to the virtues.’ 

But let it be agreed to in advance that every argument concerned with 
what ought to be done’ is bound to be stated in outline only and not pre- 
cisely —just as we said at the beginning as well, that the demands made of 
given arguments should accord with the subject matter in question. Mat- 
ters of action and those pertaining to what is advantageous have nothing 
stationary about them, just as matters of health do not either. And since 
such is the character of the general argument, still less precise is the argu- 
ment concerned with particulars, for it does not fall under an art or any 
set of precepts. Instead, those who act ought themselves always to examine 
what pertains to the opportune moment [when it presents itself }, as is the 
case with both medicine and piloting. Although such is the character of 
the present argument, one must nonetheless attempt to be of assistance. 

This, then, is the first thing that must be contemplated. Such things 
[as the virtues] are naturally destroyed through deficiency and excess, just 
as we see in the case of strength and health (for one ought to make use 
of manifest things as witnesses on behalf of what is immanifest): exces- 
sive as well as deficient gymnastic exercises destroy strength, and, simi- 
larly, both drink and food destroy health as they increase or decrease in 
quantity, whereas the proportionate amounts create, increase, and pre- 
serve health. So it is too with moderation, courage, and the other virtues: 
he who avoids and fears all things and endures nothing becomes a cow- 
ard, and he who generally fears nothing but advances toward all things 
becomes reckless. Similarly, he who enjoys every pleasure and abstains 
from none becomes licentious; but he who avoids every pleasure, as the 
boorish do, is a sort of “insensible” person.” Moderation and courage are 


4+ This famous phrase (orthos logos), which translators have often rendered as “right 
reason,” is as ambiguous as its components: what is “correct” (orthos) may or may not 
be true, and a logos may be a rational argument or merely a “speech,” rational or not. 

5 - Literally, “to the other virtues.” 

6- The reading of the principal MSS accepted by Burnet, but Bywater, following Bek- 
ker and Susemihl, emends the text to read in translation: “concerned with actions.” 

7 - That is, someone lacking in sense perception (anaisthétos); Aristotle will note later 
(1107b8) that there really is no name for such persons, since they “do not come into be- 
ing very much” (see also 1108b21, 110944, 1114410, and 111947). 
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indeed destroyed by excess and deficiency, but they are preserved by the 
mean.° 

But not only do the coming-into-being and increase [of the virtues], as 
well as their destruction, occur as a result of the same things and through 
the same things, but the activities [associated with the virtues] too will be 
found in the same things [as are responsible for their coming-into-being 
and increase]. For this is the case also with other, more manifest things — 
for example, in the case of strength: it comes into being as a result of 
taking much nourishment and enduring many exertions, and he who is 
strong would especially be able to do just these things. So too in the case 
of the virtues, for as a result of abstaining from pleasures, we become 
moderate; and by so becoming, we are especially able to abstain from 
them. Similar is the case of courage as well: by being habituated to dis- 
dain frightening things and to endure them, we become courageous, and 
by so becoming, we will be especially able to endure frightening things. 


CHAPTER THREE 


The pleasure or pain that accompanies someone’s deeds ought to be taken 
as a sign of his characteristics: he who abstains from bodily pleasures and 
enjoys this very abstention is moderate, but he who is vexed in doing so is 
licentious; he who endures terrifying things and enjoys doing so, or at any 
rate is not pained by it, is courageous, but he who is pained thereby is a 
coward. For moral virtue is concerned with pleasures and pains: it is on ac- 
count of the pleasure involved that we do base things, and it is on account 
of the pain that we abstain from noble ones. Thus one must be brought 
up in a certain way straight from childhood, as Plato asserts, so as to en- 
joy as well as to be pained by what one ought, for this is correct education. 

Further, if the virtues are concerned with actions and passions, and 
pleasure and pain accompany every passion and every action, then on this 
account too virtue would be concerned with pleasures and pains. Punish- 
ments are indicative of this as well, since they arise through these [pains]: 
they are a sort of curative treatment, and curative treatments naturally 
take place through contraries. 

Further, as we said just recently too, every characteristic of soul shows 
its nature in relation to and in its concern for the sorts of things by which 


8 - The first appearance of this famous term (hé mesotés) in Aristotle’s account of the 
moral phenomena. 
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it naturally becomes worse or better: it is through pleasures and pains that 
people become base, by pursuing and avoiding these, either the pleasures 
and pains that one ought not to pursue or avoid, or when one ought not, 
or as one ought not, or in as many other such conditions as are defined by 
reason.” Thus people even define the virtues as certain dispassionate and 
calm states, though such a definition is not good; for they say simply this 
much but not “as one ought,” “as one ought not,’ “when,” and any other 
things posited in addition. Virtue, therefore, has been posited as being 
such as to produce the best [actions] in relation to pleasures and pains, 
and vice as being the contrary. 

But that [virtue and vice] are concerned with the same things might be- 
come manifest to us also from these considerations: there being three ob- 
jects of choice and three of avoidance—the noble, the advantageous, and 
the pleasant together with their three contraries, the shameful, the harm- 
ful, and the painful— in all these the good person is apt to be correct, the 
bad person to err, but especially as regards pleasure. For pleasure is com- 
mon to the animals and attendant upon all things done through choice, 
since both what is noble and what is advantageous appear pleasant. 

Further, pleasure has been a part of the upbringing of us all from in- 
fancy; it is difficult to remove this experience, since our life has been so in- 
grained with it. We also take pleasure and pain as the rule of our actions, 
some of us to a greater degree, some to a lesser. It is on account of this, 
then, that one’s entire concern necessarily pertains to pleasure and pain, 
for taking delight and feeling pain make no small contribution to our ac- 
tions’ being well or badly done. 

Further, it is more difficult to battle against pleasure than against spir- 
itedness, as Heraclitus’ asserts, and art and virtue always arise in connec- 
tion with that which is more difficult: the doing of something well is bet- 
ter when it is more difficult. As a result, and on account of this, the whole 


9 - Or, “the argument” (ho logos). The phrase may well refer to “[correct] reason”; see 
also n. 4 above. 

10 - Heraclitus of Ephesus lived in the late sixth century and is numbered among the 
most famous of the pre-Socratic philosophers. It is uncertain what remark Aristotle 
here refers to, and the fragment most frequently cited by commentators (“with thumos 
it is difficult to do battle / for whatever it craves is purchased at the price of soul”) ap- 
pears to use thumos (translated in the text above by “spiritedness,” its usual meaning in 
later Attic Greek) as an equivalent of, rather than in contrast to, craving or desire (see 
Gauthier and Jolif). Aristotle cites this line also in the Politics (1315a30-31) and Eu- 
demian Ethics (1223b23). 
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matter of concern in both virtue and the political art is bound up with 
pleasures and pains. For he who deals with these well will be good, but he 
who does so badly will be bad. 

Let it be said, then, that virtue concerns pleasures and pains; that it 
both increases as a result of those actions from which it comes into be- 
ing and is destroyed when these are performed in a different manner; and 
that it becomes active in just those activities as a result of which it also 
came into being. 


CHAPTER FOUR 


But someone might be perplexed as to what we mean when we say that 
to become just, people must do just things or, to become moderate, do 
moderate things. For if they do just and moderate things, they already are 
just and moderate, just as if they do what concerns letters and music, they 
are by that fact skilled [or artful] in letters and in music. Or is this not so 
even in the case of the arts? For it is possible to do something skillful in 
letters by chance or on the instructions of another. A person will actually 
be skilled in letters, then, when he both does something skillful and does 
it in a skillful way, and this is what accords with the art of letters that re- 
sides within the person himself. 

Further, what pertains in the arts is not at all similar to what pertains 
in the virtues. For the excellence in whatever comes into being through 
the arts resides in the artifacts themselves. It is enough, then, for these 
artifacts to be in a certain state. But whatever deeds arise in accord with 
the virtues are not done justly or moderately if they are merely in a cer- 
tain state, but only if he who does those deeds is in a certain state as well: 
first, if he acts knowingly; second, if he acts by choosing and by choos- 
ing the actions in question for their own sake; and, third, if he acts while 
being in a steady and unwavering state. But these criteria are irrelevant 
when it comes to possessing the arts—except for the knowledge itself 
involved. But when it comes to the virtues, knowledge has no, or little, 
force, whereas the other two criteria amount to not a small part of but 
rather the whole affair—criteria™ that are in fact met as a result of our 
doing just and moderate things many times. Matters of action are said to 


11 - The reading of the MSS (haper). Perhaps better is Bywater’s slight emendation of 
the text (eiper), adopted also by Burnet and Gauthier and Jolif, which might be ren- 
dered as follows: “the whole affair, if in fact [the virtues] are gained as a result of doing 
just and moderate things many times.” 
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be just and moderate, then, when they are comparable in kind to what the 
just or moderate person would do. And yet he who performs these actions 
is not by that fact alone just and moderate, but only if he also acts as those 
who are just and moderate act. 

It is well said, then, that as a result of doing just things, the just person 
comes into being and as a result of doing moderate things, the moderate 
person; without performing these actions, nobody would become good. 
Yet most people [or the many] do not do them; and, seeking refuge in ar- 
gument, they suppose that they are philosophizing and that they will in 
this way be serious, thereby doing something similar to the sick who lis- 
ten attentively to their physicians but do nothing prescribed. Just as these 
latter, then, will not have a body in good condition by caring for it in this 
way, so too the former will not have a soul in good condition by philoso- 
phizing in this way. 


CHAPTER FIVE 


After this, what virtue is must be examined. Now, since there are three 
things that are present in the soul—passions, capacities, and charac- 
teristics—virtue would be one of these. I mean by passions the follow- 
ing: desire, anger, fear, confidence, envy, joy, friendly affection,” hatred, 
yearning, emulation, pity—in general, those things that pleasure or pain 
accompany. And capacities are those things in reference to which we are 
said to be able to undergo these passions—for example, those in refer- 
ence to which we are able to feel anger, pain, or pity. But characteristics 
are those things in reference to which we are in a good or bad state in re- 
lation to the passions; for example, if we feel anger intensely or weakly, we 
are in a bad condition, but if ina measured’ way, we are in a good con- 
dition, and similarly with the other passions as well. Neither the virtues 
nor the vices, then, are passions, because we are not said to be serious or 
base in reference to the passions but in reference to the virtues and vices, 
and because we are neither praised nor blamed in reference to the pas- 
sions simply (for neither he who is afraid nor he who is angry is praised, 


12 - Or, “friendship.” Although Aristotle uses exactly the same word ( philia) for both 
the moral virtue taken up in 4.6 and the association of two friends discussed in books 
8-9, he argues that the former does not really have a name, “though it seems most like 
friendship,” and that the latter is finally something other than moral virtue. 

13 - Or, ina manner characteristic of the middle (mesés), aterm related to Aristotle’s doc- 
trine of moral virtue as a “mean” (mesotés) or “middle” (to meson). See also n. 15 below. 
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nor is he who is simply angry blamed, but only he who is such in a certain 
way). Rather, it is in reference to the virtues and vices that we are praised 
or blamed. Further, we are angry and afraid in the absence of choice, but 
the virtues are certain choices or not without choice. In addition to these 
considerations, in the case of the passions we are said to be moved; but 
in that of the virtues and vices, we are not said to be moved but rather to 
have a certain disposition. 

On account of these considerations as well, the virtues and vices are 
not capacities either. For we are not said to be either good or bad by dint 
of possessing the capacity simply to undergo the passions, nor are we 
praised or blamed. Further, we are possessed of capacities by nature, but 
we do not by nature become good or bad. But we spoke about this before. 

If, then, the virtues are neither passions nor capacities, it remains that 
they are characteristics. What virtue is with respect to its genus, then, has 
been said. 


CHAPTER SIX 


Yet one ought to say not only this—that virtue is a characteristic—but 
also what sort of characteristic it is. So it must be stated that every virtue 
both brings that of which it is the virtue into a good condition and causes 
the work belonging to that thing to be done well. For example, the vir- 
tue of the eye makes both the eye and its work excellent,"* for by means 
of the virtue of the eye, we see well. Similarly, the virtue of a horse makes 
the horse both excellent and good when it comes to running, and carry- 
ing its rider, and standing its ground before enemies. If indeed this is so 
in all cases, then the virtue of a human being too would be that character- 
istic as a result of which a human being becomes good and as a result of 
which he causes his own work to be done well. And how this will be, we 
have already stated. 

But virtue will be further manifest also as follows— if we contemplate 
what sort of thing its nature is. In everything continuous and divisible, it 
is possible to grasp the more, the less, and the equal, and these either in 
reference to the thing itself or in relation to us. The equal is also a certain 
middle term’” between excess and deficiency. I mean by “a middle term 


14+ Or, “serious” (spoudaios), here and in the next sentence. 

15 » To meson (the middle term, the middle —though not necessarily the literal center 
of something) as distinguished from hé mesotés, which will always be rendered as “the 
mean.” The two are etymologically close. 
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of the thing” that which stands at an equal remove from each of the ex- 
tremes, which is in fact one and the same thing for all; though in relation 
to us, it is that which neither takes too much nor is deficient. But this is 
not one thing, nor is it the same for all. For example, if ten is much but 
two is few, six is a middle term for those who take it in reference to the 
thing itself. For it both exceeds and is exceeded by an equal amount, and 
this is the middle term according to the arithmetic proportion. But one 
ought not to grasp in this way the middle term relative to us, for if eating 
ten pounds is a lot but two pounds too little, the trainer will not prescribe 
six pounds, since perhaps even this is a lot ora little for him who will take 
it: for Milo,’® it would be too little; for someone just starting gymnastic 
training, it would be too much. It is similar in the case of running and in 
that of wrestling. 

Thus every knower of the excess and the deficiency avoids them, but 
seeks out the middle term and chooses this—yet not a middle belonging 
to the thing in question but rather the one relative to us. Indeed, every 
science in this way brings its work to a good conclusion, by looking to the 
middle term and guiding the works toward this. Hence people are accus- 
tomed to saying that there is nothing to take away from or add to works 
that are in a good state, on the grounds that the good state is destroyed by 
excess and deficiency but the mean preserves it; and the good craftsmen, 
as we say, perform their work by looking to this. Virtue is more precise 
and better than every art, as is nature as well. If all this is so, then virtue 
would be skillful in aiming at the middle term. 

But I mean moral virtue, for it is concerned with passions and actions, 
and it is in these that excess, deficiency, and the middle term reside. For 
example, it is possible to be afraid, to be confident, to desire, to be angry, 
to feel pity, and, in general, to feel pleasure and pain to a greater or lesser 
degree than one ought, and in both cases this is not good. But to feel them 
when one ought and at the things one ought, in relation to those people 
whom one ought, for the sake of what and as one ought—all these con- 
stitute the middle as well as what is best, which is in fact what belongs to 
virtue. Similarly, in the case of actions too, there is an excess, a deficiency, 
and the middle term. Virtue is concerned with passions and actions, in 
which the excess is in error and the deficiency is blamed;”’ but the middle 


16 - A famous wrestler of the late sixth century, hailing from Croton. He is said to have 
won six victories in the Olympic Games and six in the Pythian. 

17 - The reading of the MSS defended by Gauthier and Jolif. Bywater, followed by Bur- 
net and others, deletes the verb translated as “is blamed.” 
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term is praised and guides one correctly, and both [praise and correct 
guidance] belong to virtue. Virtue, therefore, is a certain mean, since it, 
at any rate, is skillful in aiming at the middle term. 

Further, while it is possible to be in error in many ways (for what is bad 
is unlimited [or indeterminate], as the Pythagoreans used to conjecture, 
what is good, limited [or determinate]), there is only one way to guide 
someone correctly. And thus the former is easy, the latter hard: it is easy 
to miss the target, hard to hit it. On account of these considerations, then, 
to vice belongs the excess and the deficiency, to virtue the mean. 


For [people] are good”* in one way, but in all kinds of ways bad 


Virtue, therefore, is a characteristic marked by choice, residing in the 
mean relative to us, a characteristic defined by reason and as the prudent 
person would define it.” Virtue is also a mean with respect to two vices, 
the one vice related to excess, the other to deficiency; and further, it is 
a mean because some vices fall short of and others exceed what should 
be the case in both passions and actions, whereas virtue discovers and 
chooses the middle term. Thus, with respect to its being and the defini- 
tion that states what it is, virtue is a mean; but with respect to what is best 
and the doing of something well, it is an extreme. 

But not every action or every passion admits of the mean, for some 
have names that are immediately associated with baseness — for example, 
spitefulness, shamelessness, envy, and, when it comes to actions, adultery, 
theft, and murder. For all these things, and those like them, are spoken of 
as being themselves base, rather than just their excesses or deficiencies. It 
is never possible, then, to be correct as regards them, but one is always in 
error; and it is not possible to do what concerns such things well or not 
well—by committing adultery with the woman one ought and when and 
as one ought. Rather, doing any of these things whatever is simply in er- 
ror. Similar to this, then, is thinking it right that, as regards committing 
injustice, being a coward, and acting licentiously, there is a mean, an ex- 
cess, and a deficiency: in this way there will be a mean of an excess and of 
a deficiency, an excess of an excess, and a deficiency of a deficiency! And 
just as there is no excess and deficiency of moderation and courage, on ac- 


18 - Not the usual word translated as “good” (agathos) but the more poetic esthlos. The 
author of the verse is unknown. 

19 - An alternative reading suggested by Alexander of Aphrodisias, among others, and 
adopted by Bywater, would give the following translation: “residing in the mean relative 
to us, a mean defined by that argument by which the prudent person would define it.” 
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count of the middle term’s being somehow an extreme, so too there would 
not be a mean or an excess and a deficiency of those [base acts mentioned 
above]; rather, however they are done, they are in error. For in general 
there is neither a mean of an excess and of deficiency nor an excess and 
deficiency of a mean. 


CHAPTER SEVEN 


One must not only state this [definition] in general terms but also make 
it harmonize with the particulars involved. For in the case of arguments 
concerning actions, the general arguments are of wider application,” 
whereas those pertaining to a part are truer: actions concern particulars, 
and it is with these that the arguments ought to accord. One must grasp 
these particulars from the [following] outline. 

Concerning fear and confidence, then, courage is a mean. Among 
those characterized by an excess, he who is excessive in fearlessness is 
nameless (in fact, many of these characteristics are nameless), and he who 
is excessive in feeling confident is reckless; he who is excessive in being 
afraid and deficient in feeling confident is a coward. Concerning plea- 
sures and pains—not all of them, and toa lesser degree as regards pains— 
the mean is moderation, the excess, licentiousness. But those who are de- 
ficient when it comes to pleasures do not arise very much, and thus people 
of this sort too have not attained a name; let them be “the insensible.” 

Concerning the giving and taking of money, the mean is liberality, the 
excess and deficiency, prodigality and stinginess” respectively. But they 
are excessive and deficient in contrary respects: the prodigal person is ex- 
cessive in spending but deficient in taking, whereas the stingy is excessive 
in taking but deficient in spending. Now, at present we are speaking in 
outline and summarily, being satisfied with just that, but later what per- 
tains to them will be defined more precisely. Concerning money, there 
are also other dispositions: the mean is magnificence (for the magnificent 
person differs from the liberal, the former being concerned with great 
things, the latter with small); the excess is vulgarity and crassness; the de- 
ficiency, parsimony. These differ from matters related to liberality, but 
how they differ will be stated later. 


20 - Or, “are common to more things” (koinoteroi). Some translators and commenta- 
tors follow an alternative reading (kenéteroi) that might be rendered as follows: “the 
general arguments are emptier.” 

21 - Literally, “illiberality” (aneleutheria). 
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Concerning honor and dishonor, the mean is greatness of soul; the ex- 
cess, what is said to be a certain vanity; the deficiency, smallness of soul. 
And just as we were saying that liberality bears a relation to magnificence, 
though it differs by being concerned with small things, so also there is a 
certain [other] virtue that bears a relation to greatness of soul, the latter 
being concerned with great honor, the former with small. For it is pos- 
sible to long for honor as one ought and more or less than one ought; 
the person who is excessive in his longings in this regard is said to be 
ambitious,” the deficient unambitious, while the one in the middle is 
nameless. And the dispositions are in fact nameless, except the ambition 
of the ambitious person. This is why people at the extremes lay claim to 
the middle ground, and we sometimes call the person in the middle “am- 
bitious,’ sometimes “unambitious”; and sometimes we praise the ambi- 
tious person, sometimes the unambitious one. What the cause is, on ac- 
count of which we do this, will be stated subsequently. For now, let us 
speak about what remains in the manner that has guided us thus far. 

In what concerns anger too there is an excess, a deficiency, and a mean; 
and although these are pretty much nameless, let us call the mean gentle- 
ness, since we speak of the person in the middle as gentle. Of those at 
the extremes, let he who is excessive be irascible, the vice irascibility, and 
let he who is deficient be a sort of “unirascible” person, the deficiency 
“unirascibility.” 

There are also three other means, and though they bear a certain simi- 
larity to one another, they also differ from one another. For all are con- 
cerned with our sharing in speeches and actions, but they differ because 
one of them is concerned with the truth in such speeches and actions, the 
others with what is pleasant in them. Of these latter, one is found in times 
of play, the other in all that relates to life [as a whole]. One must speak 
about these too, then, so that we may see better that in all things, the 
mean is praiseworthy and the extremes are neither praiseworthy nor cor- 
rect but instead blameworthy. Now, the majority of these are nameless, 
and yet one must try, as in the case of the others as well, to fashion a name 
for them for the sake of clarity and ease of following along. 

Concerning the truth, then, let the person in the middle be said to be 
somebody truthful and the mean, truthfulness; the pretense that exag- 
gerates is boastfulness, and he who possesses it, a boaster, whereas that 
which understates is irony and he who possesses it, an ironist. As for what 


22 - Literally, “a lover of honor” ( philotimos). 
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is pleasant in times of play, he who is in the middle is witty and the dis- 
position, wittiness; the excess is buffoonery and he who possesses it, a 
buffoon, while he who is deficient is a sort of boor, and the characteris- 
tic, boorishness. As for the remaining part of what is pleasant, which is 
found in life [as a whole], he who is pleasant as he ought to be is friendly 
and the relevant mean, friendliness.” But he who is friendly in excess is 
obsequious, if he is such for no reason, but if he is excessively friendly for 
his own advantage, he is a flatterer; he who is deficient and is in all things 
unpleasant is a sort of quarrelsome and surly person. 

There are also means in the passions and concerning the passions. For 
a sense of shame is not a virtue, but he who is bashful”* is praised: in these 
things too there is one person said to be in the middle, another who is in 
excess, like the shy person who feels shame in everything. He who is de- 
ficient in this or is generally ashamed of nothing is shameless, whereas 
he who is in the middle is bashful. Indignation” is a mean between envy 
and spitefulness, and these concern pleasure and pain at the fortunes that 
befall one’s neighbors: the indignant person is pained at those who fare 
well undeservedly; the envious person exceeds him because he is pained 
at anyone’s faring well; the spiteful is so deficient in feeling pain [at the 
misfortune of others] that he even delights in it. But about these types, 
there will be an opportunity to speak elsewhere. 

As for justice, since it is not spoken of in a simple way, after we have 
gone through each [of the meanings of justice], we will say how they are 
means, and similarly also with the rational virtues.”° 


CHAPTER EIGHT 


There are, then, three dispositions, two of them vices—one relating to 
an excess, the other to a deficiency—and one of them a virtue, namely, 


23 - Or simply, “friendship” (philia). Books 8 and 9 examine philia, understood there 
not as a moral virtue but as a kind of community or association that the virtues help 
make possible. 

24 - The word translated as “bashful” (aidémén) shares the same root as the word trans- 
lated as “a sense of shame” (aidés), which can also refer to the “awe” or “reverence” due 
to the gods and the divine things, for example. 

25 - Literally, “nemesis,” also the name of a Greek goddess, the divine personification 
of righteous indignation or revenge (see Hesiod, Works and Days 200, Theogony 223 
and contexts). 

26 - The phrase “rational virtues” (logikai aretai) appears nowhere else in the Nico- 
machean Ethics. 
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the mean, All are in some way opposed to all: the extremes are contrary 
both to the middle disposition and to each other, while the middle dis- 
position is contrary to the extremes. For just as the equal is greater when 
compared to what is lesser and lesser when compared to what is greater, 
so the middle characteristics are excessive when compared to the deficient 
characteristics but deficient when compared to the excessive, in both pas- 
sions and actions. For the courageous person appears reckless when com- 
pared to the coward, but when compared to the reckless, a coward. And 
similarly, the moderate person appears licentious when compared to the 
“insensible” one, but when compared to the licentious, “insensible”; the 
liberal person, when compared to the stingy, appears prodigal, but when 
compared to the prodigal, stingy. Hence each of those at the extremes 
pushes the person in the middle over to the other extreme: the coward 
calls the courageous man reckless, the reckless calls him a coward, and 
analogously in the case of the others. And although these are opposed to 
one another in this way, the greatest contrariety lies with the extremes in 
relation to each other rather than in relation to the middle term; for these 
extremes stand at a greater remove from each other than they do from the 
middle term, just as the great stands at a greater remove from the small 
and the small from the great than either stands from the equal. 

Further, there appears to be a certain similarity of some extremes to the 
middle term, as recklessness has some similarity to courage and prodigal- 
ity to liberality, but the extremes have the greatest dissimilarity to one 
another. (Things at the greatest remove from one another are defined as 
contraries, with the result that the more they are removed from one an- 
other, the more they are contraries of one another.) 

In some cases, it is the deficiency that is more opposed to a given 
middle term, in some cases it is the excess. For example, it is not reckless- 
ness, which is an excess, but rather cowardice, which is a deficiency, that 
is more opposed to courage. Then again, it is not “insensibility,’ which is 
a deficiency, but rather licentiousness, an excess, that is more opposed to 
moderation. This occurs through two causes, one being the result of the 
thing itself: by dint of the one extreme’s being closer and more similar to 
the middle, we set not this extreme but rather its contrary in greater op- 
position [to the middle term]. For example, since recklessness seems more 
similar and closer to courage, but cowardice less similar, we posit cow- 
ardice as being in greater opposition [to the middle term than is reckless- 
ness]: things at a greater remove from the middle term seem to be more 
contrary to it. This, then, is one cause, which results from the thing itself. 
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The other cause results from us ourselves. For those things to which 
we somehow more naturally incline appear to a greater degree contrary 
to the middle term. For example, we ourselves are naturally more inclined 
toward pleasures; hence we have a greater propensity toward licentious- 
ness than orderliness. We say, then, that those things toward which our 
tendency is greater are to a greater degree contraries [of the mean]; and 
on this account licentiousness, which is an excess, is more contrary to 
moderation [than is “insensibility”]. 


CHAPTER NINE 


That moral virtue is a mean, then, and how it is such; that it is a mean be- 
tween two vices, the one relating to excess, the other to deficiency; and 
that it is such on account of its being skilled in aiming at the middle term 
in matters of passion and action, have been stated adequately. Hence it 
is in fact a task to be serious, for in each case it is a task to grasp what re- 
sides in the middle. For example, to grasp the middle of a circle belongs 
not to everyone but toa knower. And so too, to become angry belongs to 
everyone and is an easy thing, as is also giving and spending money; but 
to whom [one ought to do so], how much, when, for the sake of what, 
and how—these no longer belong to everyone nor are easy. Thus in fact 
acting well is rare, praiseworthy, and noble. Hence he who aims at the 
middle term must first depart from what is more contrary to it, just as 
Calypso too advises: 


From this smoke and swell, keep the ship” 


For of the extremes, the one is more in error, the other less. Now, since it 
is difficult to hit on the middle with extreme precision, we must, in accord 
with “the second sailing?”* as they say, grasp the least of the bad things, 
and this will occur most of all in the way we are speaking of. 

But one must examine what we ourselves readily incline toward, for 


27 - Inthe text of Homer’s Odyssey as it has come down to us, these words are spoken 
by Odysseus to his men, as the result of Circe’s advice (Odyssey 12.219). According to 
Burnet, “[s]ome inferior MSS. have Kirké [Circe, rather than Calypso] which is more 
nearly right.” 

28 - A proverbial expression roughly equivalent to “the next best thing.” Socrates, for 
example, uses the expression of his turn away from the natural philosophy of his pre- 
decessors and to his characteristic examination of “the speeches”: see Plato, Phaedo 
99c9-—d1 and context. 
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some of us naturally incline to some things, others to other things. This 
[object of our inclination] will be recognizable from the pleasure and the 
pain that occur in our case. And we must drag ourselves away from it to- 
ward its contrary; for by leading ourselves far from error, we will arrive 
at the middle term, which is in fact what those who straighten warped 
lumber do. But in everything one must be especially on guard against the 
pleasant and pleasure, for we do not judge it impartially. What the town 
elders felt toward Helen, then, is what we too ought to feel toward plea- 
sure; and in all cases we ought to utter their remark, for by thus dismiss- 
ing pleasure, we will err less.” By doing these things, then—to speak in 
summary fashion —we will be most able to hit on the middle term. 

But perhaps this is hard, and especially so in particular cases; for it is 
not easy to define how, with whom, at what sorts of things, and for how 
long a time one ought to be angry: sometimes we praise those who are 
deficient and assert that they are gentle, sometimes those who are harsh, 
calling them manly. But he who deviates a little from what is well done is 
not blamed, whether he does so in the direction of what is more [than the 
mean] or in that of what is less than it. But he who deviates more than that 
is blamed, for he does not go unnoticed. Yet at what point and to what 
extent he is blameworthy is not easy to define by means of argument, for 
neither is anything else that is subject to perception; such things reside in 
the particulars involved, the relevant caer too residing in the percep- 
tion [of the particulars]. 

This much, then, is clear: the middle characteristic in all cases is praise- 
worthy, but one ought to incline sometimes toward the excess, sometimes 
toward the deficiency, for in this way we will most easily hit on the middle 
term and what is well done. 


29 - See Iliad 3.154-160: 


And when they saw Helen moving along the city walls 

Softly they uttered winged words to one another: 
“No indignation [memesis: see n. 25] at the Trojans and well-greaved Achaeans, 
Who for the sake of this woman have long suffered pains. 

Terribly does she resemble, in our eyes, immortal goddesses. 

But, even such as she is, let her go home in the ships 

And not remain, for us and our children, a calamity hereafter.” 
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Book 3 


CHAPTER ONE 


Since virtue concerns passions as well as actions, and voluntary [actions] 
elicit praise and blame, whereas involuntary ones elicit forgiveness’ and 
sometimes even pity, it is perhaps necessary for those who are examining 
virtue to define the voluntary and the involuntary. Doing so is useful also 
for lawgivers with a view to both honors and punishments. 

Now, things that come about as a result of force or on account of igno- 
rance seem to be involuntary. That which is forced’ is something whose 
origin is external, since it is the sort of thing to which the person who is 
acting or undergoing something contributes nothing—for example, if a 
wind, or people who have control over someone, should carry him off 
somewhere. 

But as for all that is done on account of fear of greater harm or on ac- 
count of something noble—for example, if a tyrant should order some- 
one to do something shameful while the tyrant has control over his par- 
ents and offspring, and if he should do it, they would be saved, but if not, 
they would be killed—whether this kind of thing is involuntary or volun- 
tary admits of dispute. Something comparable occurs also when it comes 
to casting off cargo in storms; for, in an unqualified sense, no one volun- 
tarily jettisons cargo, but when one’s own preservation and that of the rest 
are at issue, everyone who has sense’ would do it. These sorts of actions, 
then, are mixed, though they are more voluntary [than involuntary], for 


1 - We translate the term sungnémé in book 3 as “forgiveness,” but as “sympathy” in 6.11 
and 7.2, 6, and 7. 

2+ The term that Aristotle uses here (biaios) has both an active sense—that which is 
doing the forcing—and, more frequently in the Ethics, a passive one—that which is 
being forced. 


3+ Here “sense” translates nous, which is elsewhere “intellect.” 
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they are choiceworthy at the time they are done and the end of the action 
accords with what is opportune at the moment. 

Both what is voluntary and involuntary, then, must be spoken of with 
reference to when someone acts. And [in the case at hand], the person 
acts voluntarily, for in fact the origin of the movement of the parts [of his 
body] that serve as instruments in such actions is in the person himself. 
And in those cases in which the origin is in the person himself, it is also up 
to him to act or not to act. Such cases, therefore, are voluntary —though 
in an unqualified sense, they are perhaps involuntary. For no one would 
choose anything of this sort in itself. In such actions, people are some- 
times even praised, whenever they endure something shameful or painful 
in return for great and noble things. But should the contrary occur, they 
are blamed, for it belongs to a base person to endure shameful things in 
the service of nothing noble or measured. 

In some actions, not praise but forgiveness arises, whenever someone 
does what he ought not to do because the matters involved surpass hu- 
man nature and could be endured by no one. Some things, perhaps, it is 
not possible to be compelled to do; one ought instead to die while suffer- 
ing the most terrible things. Indeed, the considerations that compelled 
Euripides’s Alcmaeon to commit matricide appear laughable.’ But it is 
difficult sometimes to decide what sort of thing one ought to choose in 
return for what, and what ought to be endured in return for what. It is still 
more difficult to abide by the judgments one makes in each case, since, 
for the most part, the things people anticipate in such circumstances are 
painful and those they are compelled to do are shameful, which is why 
praise and blame are dependent on whether the people in question are 
compelled or not to act as they do. 

What sorts of actions, then, must be declared to be “forced”? Orin an 
unqualified sense do forced actions occur whenever their cause is found 
in external things and the person who acts contributes nothing to them? 
But as for the actions that are in themselves involuntary and yet choice- 
worthy at the present moment in return for specific things and whose or- 
igin is in the person who acts—these actions in themselves are involun- 


4+ We have only fragments of Euripides’s play to which Aristotle refers here; see also 
1136a13, where Aristotle quotes from the play. According to the scholiast, Alcmaeon’s 
father was persuaded to fight at Thebes by his wife Eriphyle, who had been bribed by 
the promise of a necklace. He was killed at the battle but had learned of her treachery, 
and while he was dying, he commanded his son to kill his mother, placing a curse on 
him should he not comply. 
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tary, but, at the present moment and in return for these specific things, 
they are voluntary. Yet they are more like voluntary actions, for actions 
reside in particulars, and these are voluntary. What sort of thing ought 
to be chosen in return for what is not easy to explain, for there are many 
distinctions involved in the relevant particulars. 

If someone should declare that pleasant things and noble things are 
characterized by force (for they exercise compulsion, while being exter- 
nal), then in this way everything would be forced: it is for the sake of these 
things that everyone does everything. And people who act as a result of 
force and involuntarily, do so painfully, while those who act on account 
of what is pleasant and noble do so with pleasure. But it is laughable to 
attribute to external things the cause’ of one’s being easily snared by such 
things, rather than to attribute the cause to oneself, as is attributing the 
cause of noble things to oneself but that of shameful ones to pleasures. 
That which is forced, then, appears to be something whose origin is ex- 
ternal, while he who is forced contributes nothing thereto. 

What is done on account of ignorance is in every case not voluntary, 
but it is involuntary [only] when it causes the person who acts to feel pain 
and regret. For the person who does anything whatever on account of ig- 
norance, while feeling no degree of disgust at the action, has not acted 
voluntarily, since he, at least, did not know what he was doing; and yet 
he has not in turn acted involuntarily either, since he is not pained by so 
acting. In the case of what is done on account of ignorance, then, he who 
feels regret seems to act involuntarily; but as for the person who is with- 
out regret, since he is different, let his action be “nonvoluntary.” For since 
they differ, it is better that each have his own name. 

Acting on account of ignorance seems different also from acting ix ig- 
norance, for he who is drunk or angry is not held to act on account of ig- 
norance but rather on account of one of the things stated, [drunkenness 
or anger, | and not with knowledge but in ignorance. Everyone who is cor- 
rupt, then, is ignorant of what he ought to do and to abstain from; and 
through this sort of error, people become unjust and bad in general. But 
one does not wish to use the term involuntary when somebody is igno- 
rant of what is advantageous; for the ignorance involved in one’s choice 
is the cause, not of what is involuntary, but of one’s corruption. Nor is the 
ignorance of the relevant general [ principle] the cause of an act’s being in- 


5 - The verb here translated as “to attribute the cause to” (aitiasthai) can also carry the 
sense of moral condemnation, “to blame.” 
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voluntary (for people are indeed blamed on account of this sort of general 
ignorance); the cause, rather, is the ignorance pertaining to the various 
particulars, both the circumstances of the action and what it concerns. In 
these latter cases, there is both pity and forgiveness, since he who is igno- 
rant of any of these particulars acts involuntarily. 

Perhaps, then, it is not the worst thing to distinguish what and how 
many these particulars are—that is, who acts, what he does, and with re- 
spect to what or in what circumstances, and sometimes also with what 
(for example, with an instrument), for the sake of what (for example, pres- 
ervation), and how (for example, gently or violently). Now, no one could 
be ignorant of a// these things, unless he were mad; and it is clear that he 
would not be ignorant of the person who is acting either, for how could 
he be ignorant of himself? But someone could be ignorant of what he is 
doing—for example, people declare that they had a slip of the tongue 
while speaking; or that they did not know that what they said was for- 
bidden, as Aeschylus said about the Mysteries;° or that, as the fellow said 
about the catapult, he set it off while wishing simply to exhibit it. Some- 
one might also suppose that his own son is an enemy, just as Merope did,’ 
that the pointed spear has been blunted, or that the stone is pumice. Or, 
by giving someone a drink to save him, one might kill him. Or wishing 
only to touch, as sparring partners do, someone might land a blow. So, 
since there may be ignorance about all these things that constitute an ac- 
tion, he who is ignorant of any them is held to have acted involuntarily, 
and especially so in the case of the most authoritative of them —the most 
authoritative seeming to be those particular circumstances that consti- 
tute the action and the end for the sake of which it is done. Although an 
action is said to be involuntary in reference to this sort of ignorance, it 
must still be painful to the person in question and done with regret. 

Since what is involuntary is that which is the result of force and done 
on account of ignorance, what is voluntary would seem to be something 
whose origin is in the person himself, who knows the particulars that 
constitute the action. For perhaps it is not nobly said that involuntary ac- 
tions are those done on account of spiritedness or desire: in that case, in 


6 + According to this famous story, the great tragic poet Aeschylus (ca. 525-456) was 
brought before the Areopagus and charged with divulging secrets of the Eleusinian 
Mysteries. He defended himself by arguing that he had never been initiated into the 
Mysteries and said only what came to his lips. He was acquitted of the charges. 

7+ Astory from another lost play of Euripides. Merope recognizes her son just in time 
to avoid killing him. See also Aristotle, Poetics 1153b3—-54a10. 
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the first place, none of the other animals will ever act voluntarily, nor will 
children. Second, do we do nothing stemming from desire and spirited- 
ness voluntarily, or do we do noble things voluntarily and only the shame- 
ful ones involuntarily? Or is this laughable, since they both arise from 
one cause? It is perhaps strange to declare to be involuntary those things 
for which one ought to long; and one ought both to be angry at certain 
things and to desire certain things —for example, health and learning. It 
seems too that involuntary things are painful, but that what accords with 
our desire is pleasant. Further, what difference does it make, with respect 
to their being involuntary, whether errors are made by way of calculation 
or spiritedness? For both kinds of error are to be avoided. And the non- 
rational passions® seem to be no less characteristically human [than cal- 
culation or reason], such that the actions resulting from spiritedness and 
desire too belong to a human being. It is strange, then, to set these down 
as involuntary. 


CHAPTER TWO 


Since both the voluntary and the involuntary have been defined, going 
through what pertains to choice comes next. For choice seems to belong 
very much to virtue and to distinguish people’s characters more than ac- 
tions do. Now, choice appears to be something voluntary, but not the 
same thing as the voluntary; rather, what is voluntary is wider in scope. 
For both children and animals share in what is voluntary but not in 
choice, and we say that sudden actions are voluntary but do not stem 
from choice. 

Those who say that choice is desire, spiritedness, wish, or some spe- 
cific opinion do not seem to speak correctly. For choice is not something 
shared by nonrational animals, but desire and spiritedness are. And the 
person lacking self-restraint acts out of desire, but he does not do so from 
choice; the self-restrained person, conversely, acts from choice but not 
out of desire. And whereas desire opposes choice, desire does not oppose 
desire. Desire has to do with what is pleasant and painful, whereas choice 
has to do with neither the painful nor the pleasant. Still less is choice spir- 
itedness. For what arises through spiritedness seems least of all to stem 
from choice. 


8 - Burnet argues that the word for “passions” (pathé) is rightly omitted from the best 
MSS. If so, the line would read: “And what is nonrational is held to be no less charac- 
teristically human.” 
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Yet choice is not wish either, although it appears to be closely related 
to it. For choice does not have impossibilities [as its object], and if some- 
one should claim to choose something impossible, he would be held to 
be foolish. But wish may be for things that are impossible —for example, 
immortality. And wish is also concerned with things that could not come 
about through one’s own doing, such as wishing that a certain actor or 
athlete win a victory. No one chooses these sorts of things, but only those 
that a person supposes may come about through his own doing. Fur- 
ther, wish has more to do with the end, whereas choice has to do with 
things conducive to that end—for example, we wish to be healthy, 
whereas we choose those things by which we will become healthy; and 
we wish to be happy and we declare this, whereas to say that we choose to 
be happy is not appropriate. For, on the whole, choice appears to be con- 
cerned with things that are up to us. 

Choice would also not be opinion, then, since opinion seems to be 
concerned with all matters and to be no less concerned with things eter- 
nal or impossible than with those that are up to us. And opinion is divided 
into false and true, not into bad and good, whereas choice is divided more 
into these latter two. Perhaps, then, no one even says that choice is the 
same as opinion generally. But it is not the same as some specific opinion 
either. For it is by choosing the good or bad things that we are of a certain 
sort, not by opining about them. And we choose to take or to avoid one 
of these sorts of [good or bad] things, but we opine about what it is, or to 
whom or in what manner it is advantageous, and we really do not opine 
about taking or avoiding them. Choice is also praised more for being di- 
rected at what it ought to be or for being correctly made,’ whereas opin- 
ion is praised for how true it is. And we choose what we know most of all 
to be good, whereas we opine about what we do not know at all well. The 
same people do not seem both to choose and to opine what is best; rather, 
some opine what is better, yet, on account of their vice, they choose what 
they ought not. But whether opinion precedes choice or accompanies it 
makes no difference, for we are not examining this but whether it is the 
same thing as some specific opinion. 

What or what sort of thing is choice, then, since it is none of the things 
mentioned? It indeed appears to be something voluntary, but not every- 
thing voluntary is an object of choice. But is it, therefore, at least an object 


9 - This first clause could also be translated: “And choice is praised more for being di- 
rected at what it ought to be than for being correctly made.” 
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of prior deliberation? For choice is accompanied by reason and thought. 
Even the name appears to signify this, as though it refers to something 
210 


“taken before other things. 


CHAPTER THREE 


Do people deliberate about all things and is everything an object of de- 
liberation, or about some things is there no deliberation? Perhaps it must 
be said that an object of deliberation is not something that a foolish or 
mad person would deliberate about, but rather something a person with 
sense’ would deliberate about. And about eternal things no one deliber- 
ates—for example, about the cosmos or about the fact that the diagonal 
and the side of a square are incommensurable. But neither does anyone 
deliberate about things that are in motion but that always come into be- 
ing in the same ways, whether from necessity or also by nature (or on ac- 
count of some other cause)—for example, about solstices and sunrises. 
Nor does anyone deliberate about things that are different at different 
times—for example, droughts and rains—or about what arises from 
chance—for example, the discovery of treasure. But neither is there de- 
liberation about every human concern: for example, no Lacedaimonian 
deliberates about how the Scythians might best govern themselves. For 
none of these things could come into being through us. 

But we do deliberate about things that are up to us and subject to ac- 
tion, and these are in fact what remain. For nature, necessity, and chance 
seem to be causes, but so too are intellect and all that comes about through 
a human being. When it comes to human beings, each deliberates about 
actions that come about through his own doing. And as for those sci- 
ences marked by precision and self-sufhciency, there is no deliberation 
involved —for example, concerning letters (for we do not doubt how one 
must write). Rather, we deliberate about all those things that come about 
through us but that do not always do so in the same way—for example, 
what pertains to the arts of medicine and moneymaking—and we de- 
liberate more about the art of piloting than about gymnastic training, 
insofar as the former has attained less precision. And further, the case is 
similar with the remaining arts or sciences, but more so with the arts than 
the sciences, for we have more doubt in the case of the arts. But deliberat- 
10 - The Greek is proairesis, which means literally “taking [-airesis] before [pro-]” other 


things and so choosing or preferring some things over others. 
11 - Literally, with “intellect” or “mind” (nous). 
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ing occurs in matters that are for the most part so, where it is unclear how 
they will turn out and in which something is undetermined. We also take 
counselors when it comes to great matters, distrusting ourselves on the 
grounds that we are not adequate to determine them. 

We deliberate not about the ends but about things conducive to the 
ends. For a doctor does not deliberate about whether he is to make some- 
one healthy, an orator whether he is to persuade, or a politician whether 
he is to produce good order—in fact, nobody else deliberates about 
the end either. Rather, having set down the end, they examine how and 
through what things it will exist. And if the end in question appears to 
come about in several ways, they examine the easiest and noblest way it 
will do so. But if it will come to completion through only one means, they 
examine how it will come about through this means and how this one, 
in turn, will arise through some other means, until they arrive at the first 
cause, which is the last in the process of discovery. For he who deliber- 
ates seems to investigate and to analyze in the manner just spoken of, as 
he would in the case of a geometrical figure (and it appears that not ev- 
ery investigation is a deliberation — for example, mathematical investiga- 
tions— but every deliberation is an investigation); and what is last in the 
analysis is first in the process of coming into being. If people happen on 
something impossible, they leave it be—for example, they need money,” 
but it is impossible for this to be furnished—but if it appears possible, 
they undertake to do it. Possible things are those that could come to be 
through us; for what comes to be by way of our friends is in a way through 
us, since the origin is in us. Sometimes what is sought out are the instru- 
ments needed, sometimes the use of them; and similarly too in the case 
of all else, sometimes what is sought out is that through which the end 
will come about, sometimes in what way or through whom it will come 
about.” 

It seems, then, as has been said, that a human being is an origin of 
his actions. Deliberation is concerned with actions that happen through 
one’s own doing, and the actions are for the sake of something else. For 
not the end, but rather the things conducive to the end, would be the ob- 
ject of deliberation. So deliberation is not about particular facts either — 
for example, whether this is a loaf of bread or whether it has been baked 


12 + Or, “goods,” “property” (chrémata). 

13 + As Stewart points out, this clause is awkward. It is not clear, for example, what the 
phrase “all else” refers to, or whether “through whom” should be translated as “through 
what” and thus as explanatory of “in what way.” 
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as it ought to have been— for these belong to sense perception. And if a 
person will always be deliberating about them, the process will go on in- 
finitely. The object of deliberation and the object of choice are the same 
thing, except that the object of choice has already been determined, for 
that which has been decided by deliberation is what is chosen: each per- 
son ceases investigating how he will act when he traces the origin [of the 
action] back to himself and to what it is in himself that leads the way, 
since this is what chooses. This is clear also from the ancient regimes, 
which Homer portrayed: the kings used to announce to the people what 
they had chosen. Since what is chosen is a certain longing, marked by de- 
liberation, for something that is up to us, choice would in fact be a delib- 
erative longing for things that are up to us. For in deciding something on 
the basis of having deliberated about it, we long for it in accord with our 
deliberation. 

Let choice, then, be thus spoken of in outline—both the sorts of things 
it is concerned with and that it has to do with things conducive to ends. 


CHAPTER FOUR 


That wish is concerned with the end has been said. But in the opinion of 
some people, wish is for the good; in the opinion of others, it is for what 
appears good. Yet for those who say that the object of wish is the good, 
it turns out that if someone chooses incorrectly, then what he wishes for 
is not actually an object of wish (for if it will be an object of wish, it will 
also be good, whereas if someone were to choose incorrectly, it would in 
fact be bad). But for those, in turn, who say that the apparent good is the 
object of wish, it turns out that there is no object of wish by nature but 
only what seems to be good to each. But different things appear good to 
different people, and, should it so happen, even contrary things. 

But if, then, these [consequences] are not satisfactory, must it be de- 
clared that the object of wish in the unqualified and true sense is the 
good, but that for each person it is what appears to him to be good? To 
the serious person, then, the object of wish exists in a true sense, whereas 
to the base person, it is whatever chances to appear good, just as is the 
case also with bodies: to those who are in good condition, things that 
are truly healthful appear to be such, whereas to those who are sick, the 
healthful things appear to be different from these, as is similarly the case 
with what is bitter, sweet, hot, cold, and each of the rest. For the serious 
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person judges each case correctly, and in each case what is true appears 
to him. For with respect to each characteristic, there are noble and pleas- 
ant things peculiar to it; and the serious person is distinguished perhaps 
most of all by his seeing what is true in each case, just as if he were a rule 
and measure of them. But in the case of most people [or the many], a de- 
ception appears to occur on account of the pleasure involved, for what is 
not good appears to them as good. They choose the pleasant, then, on the 
grounds that it is good, and they avoid pain on the grounds that it is bad. 


CHAPTER FIVE 


Since the object of wish is the end, whereas the objects of deliberation 
and choice are the means conducive to the end, actions pertaining to 
these latter would accord with choice and be voluntary. And the activi- 
ties of the virtues pertain to these means. Virtue too, then, is up to us, and 
similarly vice is as well. For in the cases in which it is up to us to act, so too 
is not acting; and where there may bea “no,” there may also bea “yes.” Asa 
result, if acting, when it is noble to do so, is up to us, then also not acting, 
when it is shameful not to do so, will be up to us; and if not acting, when 
it is noble not to, is up to us, then also acting, when it is shameful to do 
so, is up to us. If doing the noble and the shameful things is up to us, and 
similarly also not doing them —and this, as we saw, amounts to our being 
good or bad—it is, therefore, up to us to be decent or base. 

But the saying that “no one is voluntarily wicked or involuntarily 
blessed”"* appears to be in one respect false and in another respect true. 
For no one is involuntarily blessed, but corruption is voluntary. Other- 
wise, one would have to dispute the points now being made, at least, and 
deny that a human being is the origin and begetter of his actions, as he is 
also of his offspring. But if these points appear to be the case, and we are 
not able to trace the origins [of our actions] to any other origins apart from 
those within us, then these very actions are up to us and voluntary. And 
these considerations appear to be born witness to both in the case of each 
person individually and in that of lawgivers themselves. For they punish 
and seek revenge on those who do corrupt things (insofar as the latter do 


14 - The source of this saying is uncertain, though the scholiast suggests that it is a frag- 
ment or adaptation of a line from the poet Epicharmus. The idea that no one is volun- 
tarily bad recurs in Plato’s dialogues; see, ¢.g., Laws 731¢, 734b, 863b, 868c; Protagoras 
345d; Timaeus 86d. 
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not act asa result of force or on account of an ignorance of which they are 
not themselves the cause’”), and they honor those who do noble things, 
on the grounds that they will thereby exhort the latter and punish the for- 
mer. And yet nobody exhorts us to do those things that are neither up to 
us nor voluntary, on the grounds that it is pointless to persuade someone 
not to feel heat or suffer pain or be hungry or any other such thing, since 
we will suffer them nonetheless. 

For in fact [lawgivers] do punish the ignorance that depends on one- 
self, if someone is held to be a cause of his own ignorance—for example, 
in the case of those who are drunk, the penalties are doubled.”* For the or- 
igin [of the ignorance] is in oneself, since one is in control of not getting 
drunk, and it is drunkenness that is the cause of the ignorance in ques- 
tion. Also, they punish those who are ignorant of anything in the laws, 
which people ought to know and which it is not difficult to know. The 
case is similar in other matters as well, whenever people seem to be igno- 
rant through carelessness, on the grounds that it was up to them not to be 
ignorant, since they are in control of taking the appropriate care. 

But perhaps someone is the sort of person who does not take that ap- 
propriate care. Yet by living loosely, people are themselves the causes of 
their becoming such a sort and of their being unjust and licentious—the 
former, by doing vicious things; the latter, by passing the time in drink- 
ing bouts and the like. For the activities that pertain in each case produce 
people of a corresponding sort. This is clear from those who take the ap- 
propriate care with a view to any contest or action whatever, for they are 
continually engaged in the relevant activity. To be ignorant, then, that the 
corresponding characteristics come from engaging in a given activity is 
exactly the mark of someone who is insensible. 

Further, it is unreasonable (to say] that he who commits injustice does 
not wish to be unjust or that he who is licentious does not wish to be li- 
centious. If someone who is not acting in ignorance does those things as a 
result of which he will be unjust, then he would be voluntarily unjust — it 
is surely not the case that if somebody who is unjust merely wishes to cease 
to be unjust, he will cease being it in fact and thus be just: neither will the 
sick person in this way become healthy. And if it did happen in this way, 


15 - Or, “are not themselves to blame.” 

16 - At Politics 1274b19, Aristotle notes that this was a law peculiar to Pittacus (ca. 650- 
570), one of the Seven Sages, who was for ten years a dictator of his city, Mytilene. See 
also Rhetoric 1402br0. 
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then the person in question is sick voluntarily, as a result of living his life 
without self-restraint and in disobedience to his doctors. At one time, 
then, it was possible for him not to be sick; but in letting himself go, it 
is no longer possible, just as it is not possible for someone to toss away a 
stone and then retrieve it. Nonetheless, the throwing was up to him, be- 
cause the origin [of the throwing] is in him. In this way too, it was pos- 
sible at the beginning for both the unjust person and the licentious one 
not to become such as they are, and hence they are what they are volun- 
tarily; but once they become such, it is no longer possible for them to be 
otherwise. 

Not only are the vices of the soul voluntary, but, for some people, so 
too are the vices of the body, namely, for those people whom we in fact 
censure. For nobody censures those who are ugly on account of nature, 
whereas people do censure those who are ugly through want of exercise 
and failing to take the appropriate care. Similar too is the case of feeble- 
ness or defects, for no one would reproach somebody who is blind by na- 
ture or from sickness or suffering a blow; rather, one would pity such a 
person. But he who is blind from drunkenness or other licentiousness, ev- 
eryone would censure. Hence, with respect to the vices of the body, those 
that are up to us are censured, those not up to us are not censured. If this 
is so, then in the case of the other vices too, those that are censured would 
be up to us. 

But someone might say that while all people aim at what appears good 
to them, they do not have control over that very appearance;”’ rather, the 
end appears to each according to whatever sort of person he is. If, then, 
each person is somehow a cause of his own characteristic, he himself will 
somehow be a cause also of the appearance [of the good]. Otherwise— 
if he is not such a cause— then no one is a cause of his own bad actions. 
Rather, it is on account of a person’s ignorance of the end that he per- 
forms these bad actions, because he supposes that, through them, what is 
best will be his; and in this case, his aiming at the end is not self-chosen. 
Instead, one must simply be born as someone who has, as it were, the vi- 
sion by which he will judge nobly and take hold of the true good, and he 
is of a good nature to whom this noble [capacity] belongs by nature. For 
when it comes to the greatest and noblest thing— which it is not possible 


17 - Here the term is phantasia, which can also mean “imagination,” the soul’s ability 


to present or represent appearances or images. 
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either to get or to learn from another, but rather one is simply such by 
birth as to have this—to have been born so well and nobly in this respect 
would constitute natural goodness in the complete and true sense. 

If these things are true, how, then, will virtue be any more voluntary 
than vice? For to both alike, to both the good person and the bad, the end 
appears and is set down by nature (or in whatever way); and by referring 
co this, they do all else in whatever way they do it. Whether, then, the end 
(of whatever sort it may be) does not appear to each person by nature but 
is in some respect dependent on the person himself, or whether, granting 
that the end is indeed natural, yet because the serious person does all else 
voluntarily, his virtue too is a voluntary thing—l[in either case,] vice too 
would be no less voluntary [than virtue]. For [just as in the case of the ac- 
tions taken by the good person,] so the actions taken by the bad person 
are similarly traceable to him himself, even if that is not so when it comes 
to the end [that guides him]. If, then, just as is said, the virtues are volun- 
tary (and indeed we ourselves are somehow joint causes of our character- 
istics, and by being of a certain sort, we set down this or that sort of end), 
the vices too would be voluntary, for their case is similar [to that of the 
virtues}. 

As for what concerns the virtues taken together, then, their genus was 
stated by us in outline: that they are means and that they are character- 
istics; that they are in themselves productive of the actions out of which 
they come to be; that they are up to us and voluntary; and that [they 
prompt us to act] in the way correct reason commands. But actions and 
characteristics are not voluntary in a similar way. For in the case of ac- 
tions, from the beginning up to the end we exercise authoritative control 
over them, knowing the particulars involved; whereas in the case of the 
characteristics, we are in control of the beginning of them, but at each 
moment, the growth [that results from the relevant activity] is not no- 
ticed, just as in the case of illnesses. But because it was once in our power 
to make use of [the characteristics] in this or that way, they are voluntary. 

But taking up each virtue again, let us say what they are, what sorts of 
things they are concerned with, and in what way. At the same time, how 
many there are will be clear as well. 


CHAPTER SIX 


And first let us speak about courage. Now, that it is a mean with respect 
to fear and confidence has already become apparent. It is clear that we 


BOOK 3, CHAPTER 6 [55 


fear frightening things, and these are, to speak unqualifiedly, bad things. 
Hence people also define fear as the anticipation of a bad thing.” We 
fear, then, all the bad things—for example, disrepute, poverty, sickness, 
friendlessness, and death—but the courageous person is not held to be 
concerned with all of these. For some things one even ought to fear, and 
it is noble to do so and shameful not to— for example, disrepute, since he 
who fears this is decent and bashful, whereas he who does not is shame- 
less, though he is said by some to be courageous in a metaphorical sense: 
he bears a certain likeness to the courageous man because the courageous 
man is in fact a sort of fearless person. One ought not to fear poverty, per- 
haps, or sickness, or, in general, anything that is not the result of vice or 
one’s own doing. But he who is fearless concerning these things is not cou- 
rageous either, though we do say that he too is fearless by dint of a certain 
similarity [to the truly courageous]. For though some may be cowards in 
the dangers of war, they are nonetheless liberal and cheerfully confident 
in the face of a loss of money. And someone who is afraid of wanton vio- 
lence against his children and wife, or of malicious envy or something of 
this sort, is not a coward. Nor if person is confident when he is about to 
be flogged is he courageous. 

With what sort of frightening things, then, is the courageous man con- 
cerned? Or is he concerned with those that are such to the greatest de- 
gree? For no one more steadfastly endures terrible things. And the most 
frightening thing is death, for it is a limit [or end], and there seems to be 
nothing else for the dead, nothing either good or bad. But the courageous 
man would seem not to be concerned with death in any or every circum- 
stance— for example, death at sea or by way of illnesses. In what circum- 
stances, then? Or is it in the noblest? Such deaths are those that occur in 
war, for they happen amid the greatest and noblest danger. In agreement 
with these considerations are also the honors given in cities and by mon- 
archs. 

In the authoritative sense, then, a courageous man could be said to be 
someone who is fearless when it comes to a noble death and to any situ- 
ation that brings death suddenly to hand. What pertains to war is above 
all of this character. Yet surely the courageous man is fearless also at sea 
and in sicknesses, though not in the way that sailors are. For the coura- 
geous man despairs of his preservation and is disgusted with this sort of 
death, whereas the sailors are of good hope, given their experience. But at 


18 - See, e.g., Plato, Protagoras 358d6—7 and Laches 198b8. 
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the same time too, the courageous act like men” in circumstances where 
prowess in battle is possible or dying is noble; but in the sorts of destruc- 
tion mentioned, by contrast, neither such prowess nor nobility is pos- 


sible. 


CHAPTER SEVEN 


What is frightening is not the same for all, and we say that there is a cer- 
tain frightening thing that is too much for a human being to bear. This is 
frightening to everyone, then, at least to everyone who has sense; whereas 
the frightening things that are within the scope of what is humanly bear- 
able differ in magnitude, that is, in being greater or lesser, and similarly 
too do the things that inspire confidence differ. 

But the courageous man is as undaunted as a human being can be. He 
will fear things of this sort, then, but he will endure them in the way that 
he ought and as reason commands, for the sake of the noble, for this is 
the end of virtue. It is possible to fear these things more and less [than 
one ought] and, further, to fear things that are not frightening as if they 
were. One of the errors that arise is to fear what one ought not, another is 
to fear in a way one ought not, and yet another is to fear when one ought 
not or something of this sort. The case is similar also with things that in- 
spire confidence. He, then, who endures and fears what he ought and for 
the sake of what he ought, and in the way he ought and when, and who is 
similarly confident as well, is courageous. For the courageous man suffers 
and acts in accord with what is worthy and as reason would command. 
Moreover, the end of every activity is that which accords with the charac- 
teristic, and to the courageous man, courage is noble.”” Such too, there- 
fore, is the end, for each thing is defined by its end. For the sake of the 
noble, therefore, the courageous man endures and does what accords 
with courage. 

As for those who are marked by excess, he who exceeds in fearlessness 
is nameless (it was previously said by us that many [characteristics] are 
nameless), but someone would be mad or insensitive to pain if he should 
fear nothing, neither earthquake nor floods, as people claim about the 


19 - The root of the verb here (andrizein) is anér, a male in an emphatic sense, a “real 
man”; it is related also to the moral virtue andreia, which we translate as “courage” but 
which means literally “manliness.” 

20 - Rassow suggests an alternative reading: “This is also the case for the courageous 
man, and courage is noble.” 
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Celts. He who exceeds in confidence when it comes to frightening things 
is reckless, and the reckless person is held to be both a boaster and a pre- 
tender to courage; at any rate, as the courageous man actually is with re- 
spect to frightening things, so the reckless wishes to appear to be. In the 
circumstances in which he is able to do so, then, he imitates the coura- 
geous man. Hence the majority of them are in fact “reckless cowards,” for 
although they are reckless where circumstances permit it, they do not en- 
dure frightening things. 

He who exceeds in being fearful is a coward, for he fears what one 
ought not and in the way one ought not, and all the things of that sort 
that follow. He is also deficient in feeling confidence, but it is in his ex- 
ceeding in feeling pain that he is more conspicuous. The coward, there- 
fore, is someone of faint hope, for he fears everything. The courageous 
man is the opposite, since to feel confident is to be of good hope. 

The coward, the reckless, and the courageous are concerned with the 
same things, then, but they differ in relation to them. For the former 
two exceed and are deficient respectively, whereas the latter holds to the 
middle and in the way he ought. The reckless are also impetuous, and 
though prior to the dangers they are willing, in the midst of them they 
withdraw, whereas courageous men are keen in the deeds but quiet be- 
forehand. 

In accord with what has been said, then, courage is a mean with respect 
to what inspires confidence and fear in the situations spoken of, and it 
chooses and endures what it does because it is noble to do so, or because it 
is shameful not to. But dying in order to flee poverty, erotic love, or some- 
thing painful is not the mark of a courageous man but rather of a coward. 
For it is softness to flee suffering, and such a person endures death not be- 
cause it is noble to do so but in order to avoid a bad thing. 


CHAPTER EIGHT 


Courage is something of this sort, then, but there are also other kinds of 
courage spoken of, in five ways. First is the courage found in the citizen,” 
since it seems most like courage properly speaking. For citizens seem to 
endure dangers on account of the legal penalties and reproaches involved, 
as well as on account of the honors at stake. For this reason too people 
seem to be most courageous wherever cowards are dishonored and the 


21 + More literally, “political courage,” the andreia that is politiké. 
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courageous honored. And such are those whom Homer depicts—for ex- 
ample, Diomedes and Hector: 


Polydamas will be the first to lay a reproach upon me.” 
And: 


For Hector will one day declare among the Trojans, speaking in the as- 
sembly, 


9923 


“The son of Tydeus, by me.... 


This most closely resembles the courage spoken of before, because it 
arises through virtue, that is, through a sense of shame and longing for 
what is noble (since it is for honor) and through avoiding reproach, since 
it is shameful. 

Someone might put in the same category also those who are compelled 
by their rulers [to fight], but they are inferior insofar as they do what they 
do not through a sense of shame but on account of fear, and because they 
are fleeing not what is shameful but what is painful to them. For those in 
authority compel them, just as does Hector: 


Him whom I might spy far off from the battle, crouching in fear, 
It is certain that he will not be able to flee the dogs.” 


And if those who assign military posts drive their men back into their 
ranks by beating them,” they do the same thing, as do those who station 
their men in front of trenches and such things. For all are using compul- 
sion, and one ought not to be courageous on account of compulsion but 
because it is noble to be such. 

But experience of particular things seems to be courage as well. So it 
is that Socrates too supposed courage to be knowledge.”* Yet different 
people are experienced in different things, and in matters of war, it is the 


22 - Homer, Iliad 22.100. 

23 - Ibid., 8.148. The full line is, “The son of Tydeus, by me being put to flight, ran for 
the ships.” 

24 + Ibid., 2.391. It is Agammenon, not Hector, who speaks. See Politics 1285a, where 
Aristotle correctly attributes the speech to Agammenon. 

25 - According to some commentators who take Herodotus 7.223 as their source, this 
was a practice of the Persians, who used whips to force their troops forward at Ther- 
mopylae. 

26 + Or, “science” (epistémé). See the definition of courage at Laches 199a10-b1 and 


Protagoras 360d4-5. 
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professional soldiers who are such. For there seem to be many false alarms 
in war, which professional soldiers especially see through. Hence they ap- 
pear courageous, because the others do not know what these false alarms 
are. Then too, professional soldiers are especially able to make an attack 
and not to suffer one, as a result of their experience, since they are able 
to use their weapons and possess the sorts of things that are most excel- 
lent for both making an attack and not suffering one oneself. They, then, 
are like armed men fighting unarmed ones or trained athletes contesting 
with private amateurs. And indeed, in these sorts of contests, it is not the 
most courageous who are fittest for battle but those who are especially 
strong and have the best bodies. But professional soldiers become cow- 
ards when the danger outstrips them and they are lacking in numbers and 
preparations. For they are the first to flee, whereas the citizen soldiers, 
who remain in place, die, just as happened at the temple of Hermes.” For 
to citizen soldiers, it is shameful to flee and death is more choiceworthy 
than preservation of the kind indicated; whereas those who from the very 
beginning were taking risks on the supposition that they were the stron- 
ger ones, once they realize they are not, they flee, because they fear death 
more than shame. But a courageous man is not of this sort. 

People refer to spiritedness as courage because those who act on ac- 
count of spiritedness do in fact seem to be courageous (like brute animals 
who turn on those who have wounded them) and because the courageous 
are spirited. For spiritedness renders a person most ready to face dangers, 
and so it is that Homer said, “he infused strength into his spirit,’ and “he 
roused up his might and his spirit,” and “strength piercing his nostrils,’ and 
“his blood boiled.””* For everything of this sort seems to signal the awak- 
ening and impulse of spiritedness. Courageous men, then, act on account 
of the noble, though their spiritedness does work together with them, 
whereas brute animals act on account of pain, as a result of being struck 
or afraid: if they are in the forest or the marshland, they do not approach. 
Hence it is not courage to rush impulsively into danger, being driven by 
pain and spiritedness, without seeing in advance any of the terrible things 


27 - According to the scholiast, this refers to a battle during which the Coroneans, hav- 
ing been betrayed to the Phocian commander Onomachus, nonetheless stood their 
ground and were slaughtered while their Boeotian auxiliaries fled. 

28 - The first phrase refers to Iliad 14.151 and 16.529, the second to Iliad 5.470. The 
third phrase refers to the Odyssey 24.318, but the fourth does not come from the texts 
of Homer as we have them. The scholiast indicates that it comes from Theocritus; see 
also De Anima 403431. 
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involved. In this way, at any rate, even asses would be courageous when 
they are hungry; for although they are being beaten, they nonetheless do 
not move off from their grazing. And adulterers too, on account of their 
desire, do many daring things.” 

Yet the courage that arises through spiritedness appears to be the most 
natural kind; and if it includes choice and that end for the sake of which 
[the act ought to be done], it is courage. And certainly when human be- 
ings are angry, they feel pain; but when they exact revenge, they feel plea- 
sure. Those who fight on account of anger or revenge are fit for battle, but 
they are not courageous, since they fight not on account of the noble or 
as reason commands but on account of their passion. Yet they are in pos- 
session of something closely resembling courage. 

Nor indeed are those of good hope courageous. Because they have won 
many victories on many occasions, they are confident in the midst of dan- 
gers, and they do resemble the courageous, since both are confident. But 
courageous men are confident on account of the points stated previously, 
whereas the hopeful are confident because they suppose they are stron- 
gest and would suffer nothing in the event. Those who are drunk also do 
this sort of thing, for they come to be of good hope. But when such things 
as they hope for do not turn out for them, they flee. Yet, as we noted, it 
belongs to the courageous man to endure what is and appears to be fright- 
ening to a human being because it is noble to do so and shameful not to. 
Hence it also seems that it is more courageous to be fearless and calm 
amid unforeseen dangers than amid those that are clear beforehand: the 
former reaction would depend more on one’s characteristic, since fear- 
lessness in the face of such unforeseen dangers would stem less from prep- 
aration. In the case of foreseen dangers, a person would make his choice 
on the basis of calculation and reason, whereas in the case of sudden dan- 
gers, he would choose in accord with his characteristic. 

But the ignorant too appear courageous, and they are not far from 
those who are of good hope. Yet they are inferior insofar as they have no 
claim to merit, whereas those of good hope do. Hence the latter in fact 
remain in their station for a certain time. But if those who have been de- 
ceived discern that things are different from what they surmise, they flee, 


29 - A line that follows—“It is not courage, therefore, to rush impulsively into danger 
on account of pain or spiritedness”—largely repeats a previous line and is omitted in 
the best MS. 
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just as happened to the Argives when they encountered the Laconians, 
supposing them to be Sicyonians.”° 

Of what sort the courageous are, as well as those who merely seem cou- 
rageous, has been stated. 


CHAPTER NINE 


Now although courage is concerned with confidence and fear, it is not 
similarly concerned with both but is instead more concerned with fright- 
ening things. For he who is calm in frightening situations and is as he 
ought to be in the face of them is courageous, more so than he who is as 
he ought to be when it comes to what inspires confidence. It is because 
they endure painful things, as was said,’ that people are spoken of as 
courageous. Hence courage is in fact a painful thing and is justly praised, 
since it is more difficult to endure painful things than to abstain from 
pleasures. Nevertheless, the end that pertains to courage would seem to 
be pleasant but to be obscured by the circumstances that surround it, as 
occurs, for example, in gymnastic contests. For to boxers, the end —the 
crown and the honors—for the sake of which they fight is pleasant, but 
being struck is grievous and, given that they are made of flesh and blood, 
painful, as is all the exertion involved. And because there are many such 
painful things involved, the end for the sake of which boxers fight, being 
a small thing, appears not to be pleasant at all. 

If, therefore, what concerns courage is this sort of thing, then death 
and wounds will be painful to the courageous man and he will endure 
them involuntarily, but he will endure them because it is noble to do so 
or because it is shameful not to. And the more he possesses complete 
virtue and the happier he is, the more he will be pained at the pros- 
pect of death. For to this sort of person, living is especially worthwhile, 
and he is deprived of the greatest goods knowingly —and this is a pain- 
ful thing. Yet he is not less courageous for that, but perhaps even more 
so, because he chooses what is noble in war instead of these [greatest 
goods]. Hence the activity is not pleasant in the case of a// the virtues, 
except insofar as the virtue attains its end. But perhaps nothing prevents 
those who are not of this sort from nonetheless being the most excellent 


30 - See Xenophon, Hellenica 4.4.10. 
31 + See 1115b7-13. 
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soldiers—those who are less courageous, yet possess nothing else good. 
For such men are ready to face dangers, and they exchange their lives for 
small gain. 

Let what concerns courage, then, be stated up to this point. But it is 
not difficult to grasp what it is, in outline at least, from what has been 
said. 


CHAPTER TEN 


After this virtue, let us speak about moderation, for these seem to be the 
virtues of the nonrational parts [of the soul]. Now, that moderation is 
a mean with respect to pleasures has been stated by us, for it is less con- 
cerned with pains than with pleasures, and it is concerned with each in 
dissimilar ways; licentiousness too is manifest in the same things. Let us 
now define the sorts of pleasures with which they are concerned. 

Let the bodily pleasures, then, be distinguished from those that belong 
to the soul—for example, love of honor [or ambition], love of learning — 
for, of these latter pleasures, each person enjoys the one he is disposed to 
love, his body not being at all affected by them but rather his thought. 
People who are concerned with such pleasures are not spoken of as either 
moderate or licentious, nor, similarly, are those concerned with any of 
the other nonbodily pleasures. As for people who are lovers of myth and 
disposed to storytelling and who while away the days on whatever chance 
matters they may happen on—we say that they are idle chatterers but not 
licentious. Nor do we say that those who are pained over money or friends 
are licentious. 

Moderation would be concerned with the bodily pleasures, and not 
even with all of them. For people who enjoy the pleasures stemming from 
sight — for example, colors, shapes, and drawings—are not spoken of as 
either moderate or licentious, and yet it would seem possible to enjoy 
these things too in the way one ought as well as in an excessive or deficient 
way. This is similarly the case also with hearing, for no one calls licentious 
those who take excessive enjoyment in melodies or dramatic oratory, nor 
does anyone call moderate those who enjoy them in the way they ought. 
Nor does anyone speak this way about people taken up with smells, ex- 
cept incidentally, for we do not say that people who enjoy the smell of 
apples, roses, or incense are licentious, but rather those who enjoy the 
smell of fancy perfume or gourmet foods. For the licentious enjoy these 
because, through such smells, they come to have a memory of things they 
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desire. One could see others too enjoying the smell of foods when they 
are hungry, but enjoying such things belongs to a licentious person, since 
for him they are objects of desire. In the case of the other animals, there is 
no pleasure associated with these perceptions, except incidentally, for it is 
not the smell of hares that the hounds enjoy but their meat, and the smell 
produces the perception [of the meat to be enjoyed]. The lion too enjoys 
not the sound of the cow’s voice but the eating of the cow, though the fact 
that the cow was nearby he perceived through the sound of its voice, and 
so he appears to enjoy this. And, similarly, the lion does not take enjoy- 
ment because he sees “a deer or a goat in the fields,”** but because he will 
have its meat. 

Moderation and licentiousness are concerned with the sorts of plea- 
sures that the rest of the animals also share in—which is why these plea- 
sures appear slavish and brutish—namely, the pleasures of touch and 
taste. But in fact moderation and licentiousness appear to deal with taste 
only to a small extent or not at all. For it belongs to the sense of taste to 
discriminate among flavors, which is just what people who test wines and 
season meats do. But they do not even enjoy these things very much, or 
at least not if they are licentious; instead, the licentious enjoy the delight 
that comes about entirely through touch, in food, drink, and the mat- 
ters said to belong to Aphrodite. Hence a certain gourmand” prayed for 
his throat to become longer than a crane’s, on the grounds that he takes 
his pleasure through touch. So licentiousness pertains to the most com- 
mon” of the senses; and it might be held to be justly subject to the great- 
est reproach, because it belongs to us not inasmuch as we are human but 
inasmuch as we are animals. To enjoy these sorts of things, then, and to 
be fond of them most of all, is brutish. The most liberal*’ of the pleasures 
that arise through touch are excepted—for example, those in the gymna- 
sia connected with massage and heat—since the touch that is of interest 
to the licentious person does not concern the whole body but only certain 
parts. 


32 + The phrase alludes to Iliad 3.24. 

33 - This gourmand is identified in the Eudemian Ethics (1231a17) as Philoxenos, son 
of Eryxis. 

34 - The term (koinos) suggests in the first place “widely shared” but also, by extension, 
“ordinary” or “vulgar.” 

35 - The substantive use of the adjective eleutherios, which refers most generally to the 
quality or qualities that distinguish a free man—above all, in the Ethics, the freedom 
from any slavish attachment to money. 
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CHAPTER ELEVEN 


Of the desires, some seem to be common, others idiosyncratic and ac- 
quired. For example, the desire for food is natural, for everyone who lacks 
it desires dry or wet food, and sometimes both; and as Homer asserts, one 
who is young and in the bloom of youth desires a “marriage-bed.”** But 
beyond this, not everyone desires this or that sort of thing, or the same 
things; hence [the object of desire] appears to be peculiarly our own. 
Nevertheless, it has at least something natural about it too, for different 
things are pleasant to different people, and some things are more pleasant 
to all than are just any chance ones. 

In the natural desires, then, few people err and in only one direction, 
namely, toward what is too much. For to eat random things or to drink 
until one is overfull is to exceed the quantity that accords with nature, 
since the natural desire is for the satisfaction of need. Hence these people 
are said to be gluttons on the grounds that they gorge themselves beyond 
what is needful, and those who are extremely slavish become people of 
this sort. 

With respect to the idiosyncratic pleasures, many people err and in 
many different ways. For although the lovers of this or that sort of thing 
are said to enjoy what they ought not, or to enjoy something more than 
most people do, or in a way they ought not, the licentious exceed in all 
these ways. For they both enjoy some things they ought not (these are 
hateful things); and if they enjoy some of the sorts of things one ought 
to enjoy, they do so more than they ought or more than most people 
do. That the excess with respect to the pleasures is licentiousness and is 
blameworthy, then, is clear. 

Concerning pains, it is not for enduring them (as in the case of cour- 
age) that a person is spoken of as moderate, nor is he spoken of as li- 
centious for not doing so. Rather, he is spoken of as licentious for being 
pained more than he ought to be because he does not attain his pleasures 
(and, for him, pleasure produces pain as well), whereas a person is spo- 
ken of as moderate for not being pained by the absence of pleasure and 
for abstaining from pleasure. The licentious person, then, desires all the 
pleasures or the especially pleasant ones, and he is led by his desire so that 
he chooses these instead of other things. Hence he is pained both by fail- 


36 - Iliad 24.129. 
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ing to obtain his desire and by desiring itself. For desire is accompanied 
by pain, though it seems strange to be pained on account of pleasure. 

Those who are deficient when it comes to pleasures and enjoy them 
less than they ought do not arise very often, because this sort of “insensi- 
bility” is not characteristically human; even the rest of the animals distin- 
guish among their foods and enjoy some but not others. And if there is 
someone for whom nothing is pleasant or who does not distinguish one 
thing from another, he would be far from human. And this sort of person 
has not obtained a name because he does not arise very often. 

The moderate person takes the middle path with respect to these 
things. He does not take pleasure in those things that are particularly 
pleasant to a licentious person—rather, he is disgusted by them—and 
in general the moderate person does not take pleasure in things he ought 
not or in any such thing to an excessive degree; and when pleasures are 
absent, he neither feels pain as a result nor desires them, or does so only 
in a measured way and not more than he ought, or when he ought not, or 
anything of this sort in general. But as for all the pleasures that are condu- 
cive to health or good conditioning, these the moderate person will long 
for in a measured way and as he ought; he will long also for such other 
pleasures as do not impede the healthy pleasures, or are not opposed to 
what is noble, or do not outstrip his resources. For he who is disposed to 
the contrary is fond of such pleasures more than they are worth, whereas 
the moderate person is not of this sort but is as correct reason commands. 


CHAPTER TWELVE 


Licentiousness seems more voluntary than cowardice, for the former 
arises on account of pleasure, the latter on account of pain; and of these 
two, pleasure is something we choose, pain something we avoid. And 
pain unhinges a person and destroys the nature of him who undergoes it, 
whereas pleasure does no such thing. So it is more voluntary and hence 
more subject to reproach. Indeed, it is easier to be habituated in relation 
to pleasures, for there are many such things in life; and the processes of 
habituation in the case of pleasures are free from danger, but it is the re- 
verse in the case of frightening things. And it might seem that coward- 
ice is not voluntary in the same way as the particular instances of it are. 
For cowardice itself is without pain, whereas in the particular instances 
of cowardice, people are unhinged on account of the pain they undergo, 
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such that they both throw down their weapons and do other unseemly 
things. Hence these things seem to be forced as well. In the case of the 
licentious person, to the contrary, the particular instances are voluntary 
(since he desires and longs for something), whereas the whole [character- 
istic] is less so, for no one desires to be licentious. 

We apply the name “licentiousness” also to the errors of children, for 
there is a certain resemblance.” Which is named for which makes no dif- 
ference to the present considerations, yet it is clear that what comes later 
is named for what comes earlier. And the transferring of this meaning 
seems not to have been badly done, since whatever longs for shameful 
things and can undergo much growth ought to be chastised, and desire 
and a child are especially of this description: children too live according 
to desire, and the longing for pleasure is present in them especially. If 
then, this longing will not be obedient and placed under that which rules, 
it will grow too great, for the longing for pleasure is insatiable and bom- 
bards from all sides someone who lacks sense; the activity of the desire 
increases the innate desire, and if the desires are great and intense, they 
drive out calculation. Hence they ought to be measured, and few, and in 
no way opposed to reason—we say that a thing of that sort is “obedient” 
and “chastised”—and just as a child ought to live in accord with the com- 
mand of his tutor, so too the desiring part ought to live in accord with 
reason. Hence the desiring part of the moderate person ought thus to be 
in harmony with reason: the target for both is the noble, and the moder- 
ate person desires what he ought and in the way that he ought and when. 
It is also in this way that reason commands. 

Let these things, then, be stated by us concerning moderation. 


37 - The term used here (akolastos) can be used of children who are “spoiled.” It liter- 
ally means “unchecked” or “unpunished” and so is related to the term translated as 


“chastise” (kolazein). 


Book 4 


CHAPTER ONE 


Let us speak next in order about liberality. It seems, then, to be a mean 
with respect to money.’ For the liberal person is praised not in situations 
of war or in those in which the moderate person is praised, or, again, in 
those that involve legal adjudications. Rather, he is praised when it comes 
to the giving and taking of money, and more with regard to the giving of 
it. (We mean by money all those things whose worth is measured in le- 
gal currency.) Prodigality and stinginess are excesses and deficiencies per- 
taining to money; and while we always ascribe stinginess to those who are 
more serious about money than they ought to be, we sometimes assign 
the term prodigality to a combination of things, for we call prodigal those 
who lack self-restraint and who, in their licentiousness, spend lavishly. 
Hence the prodigal are held to be very base people, since they have many 
vices simultaneously. But in fact they are not appropriately called by this 
name, because a “prodigal person” means someone who has one vice, 
namely, ruining his own resources.” For a prodigal person is destroyed by 
his own doing, since the destruction of one’s own resources seems to be a 
kind of self-destruction, on the grounds that it is through these resources 
that one is able to live. We take prodigality, then, in this sense. 
Regarding things that have a use, it is possible to use them either well 
or badly, and wealth belongs among things useful to us. In each case, the 
person who has the virtue pertaining to a given thing uses it best. Hence 
he who has the virtue pertaining to money uses wealth best, and this is the 


2? 


1+ Or, “goods,” “property” (chrémata), as distinguished from “legal currency” (nomi- 
sma). 

2 - “Resources” here translates ousia, a noun derived from the verb to be that can in 
philosophical contexts be translated as “being.” Hence to destroy one’s “resources” is 
in a sense to destroy one’s being. 
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liberal person. The use of money seems to consist in spending and giving 
it, whereas taking and safeguarding money seem to constitute more its 
acquisition. Thus it belongs to the liberal person more to give to whom 
he ought than to take from whom he ought or to refrain from taking from 
whom he ought not, since it belongs to virtue more to act well than to 
fare well and to do what is noble than not to do what is shameful. It is also 
not unclear that acting well and doing what is noble correspond with giv- 
ing, while faring well and not acting shamefully correspond with taking. 
Moreover, gratitude flows to one who gives and not to one who refrains 
from taking, and praise even more so. It is also easier to refrain from tak- 
ing than it is to give, for people are less inclined to give away their own 
property than they are to refrain from taking that of another. And those 
who give are spoken of as liberal, whereas those who refrain from taking 
are praised, not with a view to liberality, but more with a view to justice; 
those who take are not praised at all. Of all those who act on the basis of 
virtue, liberal human beings are perhaps loved most, for they are advanta- 
geous to others, and this consists in giving. 

Actions that accord with virtue are noble and for the sake of the noble. 
The liberal person too, then, will give for the sake of the noble and cor- 
rectly: he will give to whom he ought and as much as and when he ought, 
and anything else that accompanies correct giving. Moreover, he will do 
these things with pleasure or without pain, since what accords with virtue 
is pleasant or not painful—in fact, least ofall is it painful. But the person 
who gives to whom he ought not, or who gives not for the sake of what 
is noble but for some other cause, will not be spoken of as liberal but as 
something else, which is the case also with the person who is pained by 
giving. For he would choose money rather than noble action, and this is 
not the mark of a liberal human being. The liberal person will also re- 
frain from taking from where he ought not, since someone who does not 
honor money will not engage in this sort of taking; he would not even be 
apt to ask [for money], since someone who is a benefactor is not readily 
the recipient of a benefit. And the liberal person will take from where he 
ought —for example, from his own possessions— not on the grounds that 
it is noble to do so but on the grounds that it is necessary, so that he may be 
able to give to others. But he is not careless with his own possessions, since 
he wishes, at least, to aid some people through these very possessions. And 
he will not give to just anyone, so that he may be able to give to whom he 
ought and when and where it is noble to do so. Yet it very much belongs 
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to the liberal person also to exceed in giving, such that there is little left 
for himself, for it is typical ofa liberal person not to look out for himself. 

Liberality is spoken of in reference to a person’s resources, since what is 
liberal consists not in the specific amount given but in the characteristic 
of the giver, and the characteristic relates to his resources.” In fact, noth- 
ing prevents the person who gives a lesser amount from being the more 
liberal one, if he gives from a lesser total amount. And those who did not 
acquire what they themselves own but inherited it seem more liberal, for 
they are without the experience of need; and all people are fonder of the 
works [or products] that are their own, just as parents and poets are.” It is 
also not easy fora liberal person to be wealthy, since he is inclined neither 
to accept nor to safeguard money; rather, he is inclined even to throw it 
away, since he does not honor money on its own account but rather for 
the sake of giving it. Hence the accusation is leveled against chance that 
those who most deserve wealth are the least wealthy in fact. Yet this hap- 
pens not without reason, for it is not possible to possess money with- 
out taking the requisite care so as to have it, just as is the case with other 
things. The liberal person surely will not give to whom he ought not and 
when he ought not or any other such thing, since he would then no longer 
be acting in accord with liberality; and by spending on these things, he 
would not be able to spend on the things he ought. For, just as was said, 
he who spends in accord with his resources and on what he ought is lib- 
eral, whereas he who exceeds these is prodigal. Hence we do not speak 
of tyrants as prodigal, because for them to exceed their great wealth, 
through gifts and expenditures, seems no easy thing. 

Since, then, liberality is a mean with respect to the giving and taking 
of money, the liberal person will both give and spend on what he ought 
and as much as he ought, in things small and great alike, and he will do so 
with pleasure. Moreover, he will take from where he ought and as much 
as he ought: since the virtue is a mean with respect to both giving and 
taking, he will do both as he ought, for this sort of taking corresponds 
with equitable giving, whereas what is not of this character is contrary. 
The giving and taking that correspond with each other, then, arise simul- 
taneously in the same person, but the contrary kinds clearly do not. If he 


3 - The translation of the final phrase follows Bywater and Burnet; another reading is 
suggested by Stewart: “this person gives in accord with his resources.” 

4+ Aristotle’s remark here recalls a similar one of Socrates in Plato’s Republic (330¢3-6); 
consider also below, 116:7b28-1168a2. 
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happens to spend contrary to what he ought and to what is noble, he will 
be pained, though in a measured way and as he ought, since it belongs to 
virtue to feel both pleasure and pain at the things one ought and as one 
ought. The liberal person, moreover, is easy to deal with in money mat- 
ters, for he can be done injustice, since he does not honor money, at any 
rate; and he is more vexed if he fails to spend what he ought than pained 
if he does spend what he ought not, and he is not content with the view 
of Simonides,’ The prodigal person thoroughly errs in these matters too, 
for he neither takes pleasure in the things he ought or as he ought, nor is 
he pained. This will be more manifest as we proceed. 

It was stated by us, then, that prodigality and stinginess are excesses 
and deficiencies, and in two ways— in giving and in taking—for we put 
spending in the category of giving. Now, prodigality exceeds in giving 
and not taking, and is deficient in taking, whereas stinginess is deficient 
in giving but exceeds in taking, though only in small things. The different 
parts of prodigality, then, do not all fit together, since it is not easy to give 
to all while taking from none: resources quickly run out for those who 
give their own possessions to others, and these are the very people who are 
held to be prodigal. Yet this sort of person, at least, would seem to be bet- 
ter, and in nota small way, than the stingy person, because he is easily cur- 
able, by the effects of both age and want, and he can arrive at the middle 
term because he possesses the traits of the liberal person: he both gives 
and does not take, but in neither case does he do so as he ought or well. 
If, then, he should be habituated in the manner indicated, or changed in 
some other way, he would be liberal, for he will give to whom he ought 
and not take from where he ought not.° Hence too his character does not 
seem to be base, since to exceed in giving and in not taking is the mark 
of neither a corrupt nor a lowborn person, but of a foolish one. He who 
is prodigal in this manner is held to be much better than the stingy per- 
son, both on account of the points stated and because the prodigal person 
benefits many and the stingy no one, not even himself. 

But the majority of those who are prodigal, as has been said, also take 
from where they ought not and are in this respect stingy [or illiberal]. 


5 - Simonides of Ceos (ca. 506-468) was a fifth-century poet, known for his greed. 
According to a story Aristotle tells in his Rhetoric (1391a8), when Simonides was asked 
by the wife of the tyrant Hiero whether it was better to be wealthy or wise, he replied, 
“Wealthy, for I see that the wise hang about the doors of the rich.” 

6 - Or, according to some MSS, “he will give to whom he ought and take from where 
he ought.” 


BOOK 4, CHAPTER 1 [Fi 


They become disposed to taking because they wish to spend but are not 
able to do so readily, since their own possessions are quickly depleted. 
They are compelled, therefore, to supply resources from some other quar- 
ter; at the same time too, on account of having no thought for what is 
noble, they care little about taking from any and all quarters. For they de- 
sire to give, and how [they supply the necessary resources] or from where 
they do so makes no difference to them. Because of this very thing, their 
acts of giving are not liberal, since they are not noble or for the sake of 
what is noble, nor are they done as they ought to be. Rather, sometimes 
they make wealthy those who ought to labor, and they might give nothing 
to those whose characters are measured, whereas they would give much to 
those who flatter them or furnish some other pleasure. Hence many of the 
prodigal are also licentious, for they spend readily and are lavish in their 
licentious pursuits; and because they do not live with a view to what is 
noble, they incline in the direction of pleasures. The prodigal person who 
is without guidance, then, changes in these directions, yet one who obtains 
the requisite care could arrive at the middle term and at what is proper. 
But stinginess is both incurable (for it seems that age and every infir- 
mity make people stingy) and inborn in human beings to a greater degree 
than is prodigality. For most people [or the many] are lovers of money 
more than they are inclined to giving it, and this disposition extends 
widely and is of multiple kinds, since there seem to be many ways to be 
stingy. Because stinginess is divided into two categories —deficiency in 
giving and excess in taking— it is not present as a complete whole in ev- 
eryone but is sometimes divided: some people exceed in taking, while oth- 
ers are deficient in giving. For all those who have such names as “thrifty,” 
“penny-pincher,’ and “miser” are deficient in giving, but they do not aim 
at the property of others or wish to take from others. Some people are 
like this on account of a certain decency and their avoidance of shameful 
things. For some seem to guard their money, or so at least they assert, pre- 
cisely so that they will not be compelled at some point to do something 
shameful—among these fall also the skinflint and everyone of that sort, 
who are so named because they exceed in giving nothing. Some, in turn, 
abstain from the property of others out of fear, on the grounds that it is 
not easy for somebody to take the property of others and not have those 
others take his in return. They are satisfied, then, neither to take from nor 
to give to another. But still other people exceed when it comes to taking, 
in the sense that they take from anywhere and anything—for example, 
those who perform illiberal tasks, such as brothel keepers and all of their 
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ilk, and usurers who lend small amounts at high interest.’ For all these 
people take from where they ought not and in quantities they ought not. 
Shameful greediness for gain appears to be what they have in common, 
since they all endure reproach for the sake of gain, and small gain at that. 
For we do not call stingy those who take great amounts from where they 
ought not or of what they ought not—for example, tyrants who plunder 
cities and pillage temples—but we speak of them more as wicked, impi- 
ous, and unjust. Yet a gambler and a thief* do belong among the stingy, 
since they are greedy for gain in a shameful way: both engage in their 
business and endure reproach for the sake of gain, thieves running the 
greatest risks for the sake of loot, while gamblers gain from their friends 
to whom they ought rather to give. Since both types, then, wish to gain 
from where they ought not, their greediness for gain is shameful, and so 
all such kinds of taking are marked by stinginess. 

Stinginess is appropriately said to be the contrary of liberality, both be- 
cause it is the greater vice than prodigality and because people err more in 
the direction of this [extreme] than in the direction of prodigality. 

As for what concerns liberality, then, and the vices opposed to it, let 
this much have been said. 


CHAPTER TWO 


Going through what concerns magnificence as well would seem to fol- 
low next. For this too seems to be a certain virtue pertaining to money, 
although, unlike liberality, it does not extend to all actions involving 
money but concerns only expenditures; and in these expenditures, it sur- 
passes liberality in greatness. For just as the name itself signifies, magnifi- 
cence is a fitting expenditure on a great thing.” But greatness is relative, 
since the expenditure is not the same for someone who outfits a trireme 
as for the sponsor of a sacred embassy.’° What is fitting, then, is relative to 
the person involved and to the thing on which as well as that for which he 


7 - The MSS vary. Another possible reading for the final phrase is “who perform small 
tasks for much money.” 

8 - Following Aspasius, we delete a third term, pirate, particularly in light of the next 
two references to “both.” 

9 - Megaloprepeia: the prefix, mega, signifies the connection of the virtue to “greatness,” 
prepeia to what is fitting or appropriate thereto. 

10 - These are examples of both ordinary and extraordinary public offices or services 
that would have been expected of wealthy citizens. See also 1122b19-23. 
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makes the expenditure. But he who spends on small or measured things 
in accord with their worth is not said to be magnificent —as, for example, 


"but only he who does 


in the line, “I often used to give to a wanderer” 
so on great things. For the magnificent person is liberal, but the liberal 
person is not thereby magnificent. The deficiency of this sort of charac- 
teristic is called parsimony, whereas the excess is called crassness and vul- 
garity and all such things. The excess here resides, not in the magnitude 
of the expenditure for the things one ought to spend on, but in making 
an ostentatious display in the circumstances one ought not and in a way 
one ought not. We will speak about these [the deficiency and the excess] 
later. 

But the magnificent person resembles a knower, since he is able to con- 
template what is fitting and to spend great amounts in a suitable way. For 
just as we said in the beginning, the characteristic is defined by the cor- 
responding activities and their objects. The expenditures of the magnifi- 
cent person, then, are great and fitting; such too, therefore, are the works 
involved, since in this way the expenditure will be great and fitting to the 
work. Asa result, the work ought to be worthy of the expenditure, the ex- 
penditure worthy of the work, or even to exceed it. The magnificent per- 
son will make these sorts of expenditures for the sake of what is noble, for 
this is common to the virtues. Further, he will do so both with pleasure 
and unstintingly. For strict accounting is a mark of parsimony. He would 
examine how to spend most nobly and fittingly rather than how much the 
work will cost or how to produce it most cheaply. It is necessary, then, that 
the magnificent person also be liberal, since the liberal person too will 
spend what he ought and as he ought. But in these considerations resides 
precisely what is great in the magnificent person, that is, his “greatness”; 
for although liberality is concerned with these matters, even from an equal 
expenditure the magnificent person will produce the more magnificent 
work,”” For the virtue of a possession and that of a work are not the same. 
The possession whose price is greatest (such as gold) isthe mostvalued, but 
the most valued work is the great and noble one (for the contemplation” 


11 - Homer, Odyssey 17.420. 

12 - The translation of this line is much disputed among modern commentators, since 
it is unclear whether Aristotle intends to draw a contrast between liberality and mag- 
nificence, as our translation suggests, or to continue to show their likeness in contrast 
to the vices associated with magnificence. 

13 - Or, “beholding” (thedria). Here we see the connection suggested by kalos between 
“noble” and “beautiful,” the nobility of the work being related to its beauty. 
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of such a work is wondrous, and what is magnificent is wondrous); and 
the virtue of a work, its magnificence, resides in its greatness. 

Of expenditures, we say that some kinds are honorable, such as those 
that concern the gods—votive offerings, [sacred] buildings, and sacri- 
fices—and similarly too those that concern the entire divine realm and 
are proper objects of ambition in common affairs: for example, if people 
should suppose that they ought to endow a chorus splendidly or outfit a 
trireme or even provide a feast for the city. But in a// cases, as was said, the 
expenditure is referred to the person who is acting —who he is and what re- 
sources are available to him — for the expenditure must be worthy of these 
and be fitting not only to the work but also to the person producing it. 
Hence a poor man could not be magnificent, since he does not have the re- 
sources from which he might fittingly spend large amounts, and the person 
who tries to do this is foolish. Doing so would be contrary to what is worthy 
and proper, whereas spending correctly accords with virtue. But magnifi- 
cence is fitting to those who possess these sorts of resources to begin with— 
whether on their own account or through their ancestors or relations—and 
to those who are wellborn, of good repute, and all such things, for all these 
things possess greatness and worthiness. The magnificent person, then, is 
this kind of person especially, and magnificence consists in these sorts of 
expenditures, as was said, since they are greatest and most honored. 

As for private expenditures, there are all those that occur just once 
(such as a wedding or anything of this sort) and anything the whole city 
or people of worth take seriously, as well as anything connected with the 
receiving and sending off of foreign guests or the giving and reciprocat- 
ing of gifts. For the magnificent person is lavish not on himself but on the 
common affairs, and his gifts have a certain resemblance to votive offer- 
ings. Yet it also belongs to the magnificent person to furnish his home 
in a way fitting to his wealth (since this, too, is a certain ornament); and 
with respect to these furnishings, he will spend more on those works that 
endure over time (since these are noblest) and spend what is fitting in 
each case. For the same thing is not suitable for gods and human beings, 
or in the case of a temple and that of a burial tomb. Now, each expendi- 
ture is great within its class (great expenditure on a great thing is most 
magnificent simply, whereas what is most magnificent in this or that cir- 
cumstance is what is great in it); and what is great in the case of a given 
work differs from what is great in the case of the expenditure, for the most 
beautiful ball or oil flask is magnificent as a gift for a child, though its cost 
is small and cheap. Since these things are so, it belongs to the magnificent 
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person to produce things in a magnificent way in whatever category he 
should produce something (for such production is not easily surpassed) 
and in a way worthy of the expenditure. The magnificent person, then, is 
of this sort. 

But he who is excessive and vulgar exceeds in spending beyond what is 
needful, as has been said. For on small things, he lavishes much expense 
and makes an ostentatious display of himself contrary to what is proper — 
for example, in giving a club dinner in the manner of a wedding feast or 
leading a comic chorus clothed in purple in its entrance on stage, just as 
they might do in Megara. And he will do all such things not for the sake 
of the noble but to display his wealth; and for these reasons he supposes 
that he makes himself an object of wonder. He will spend little on what he 
ought to spend much, and he will spend much on what he ought to spend 
little. But the parsimonious person will be deficient in all respects, and 
after spending great amounts, he will destroy the noble for some trifle; he 
continually examines how to spend the least amount on whatever he may 
produce, lamenting even this expenditure, and, in every case, supposing 
that he spends more than he ought. 

These characteristics, then, are vices. Nevertheless, they do not bring 
reproach, because they are neither harmful to a neighbor nor extremely 
unseemly. 


CHAPTER THREE 


Greatness of soul” seems, even from its name, to be concerned with great 
things, and let us first grasp what sort of great things it concerns. It makes 
no difference whether we examine the characteristic or the person who 
accords with the characteristic. 

He, then, who deems himself worthy of great things and is worthy of 
them is held to be great souled.”® For he who does this in a manner con- 


14 - Megalopsychia is often translated “magnanimity,” from the Latin, but this term 
in English has come to mean generosity or liberality rather than the sense intended 
by Aristotle. The more literal translation, “greatness of soul,” captures better the full 
meaning of the virtue, both the greatness of its possessor in terms of his virtue and his 
awareness of this greatness. 

15 - “To deem oneself worthy” (axioun), in accord with one’s worth (axia), is a central 
idea in Aristotle’s treatment of greatness of soul, and the verb and its cognates occur 
more than thirty times in this chapter alone. Here, axia is always translated as “worth”; 
it can also mean “merit,” as we translate it in the discussion of justice in particular. 


20 


25 


30 


35 


1123b 


10 


15 


20 


25 


76] BOOK 4, CHAPTER 3 


trary to his real worth is foolish, and no one who acts virtuously is fool- 
ish or mindless. The person spoken of, then, is great souled. For he who 
is worthy of small things and deems himself worthy of them is moder- 
ate’* but not great souled, since greatness of soul resides in greatness, just 
as beauty involves a body of great stature: those who are small may be el- 
egant and well proportioned but not beautiful. He who deems himself 
worthy of great things while xot being worthy of them is vain, though not 
everyone who deems himself worthy of things greater than he is worth 
is vain. He who deems himself worthy of less than he is worth is small 
souled—whether he is worthy of great things or of measured things or 
even if, being worthy of small things, he deems himself worthy of still less. 
And most small-souled of all would seem to be the person who is in fact 
worthy of great things [but does not deem himself so], for what would he 
do if he were not worthy of so much? 

The great-souled man, then, is an extreme in terms of greatness, but he 
is in the middle in terms of his acting as one ought, since he deems himself 
worthy of what accords with his worth, whereas the others exceed or are 
deficient [in judging their own worth]. If, then, he deems himself worthy 
of great things, while being worthy of them, and especially of the great- 
est things, he would be concerned with one matter most of all. Worth is 
spoken of in relation to external goods, and we would posit as the greatest 
of these that which we assign to the gods, that at which people of worth 
aim, and that which is the prize conferred on the noblest people. Honor 
is such a thing, since it is indeed the greatest of the external goods. The 
great-souled man, then, is concerned with honor and dishonor in the way 
that he ought to be. Even in the absence of argument, the great-souled ap- 
pear to be concerned with honor, for they’’ deem themselves worthy of 
honor most of all, in accord with their worth. But the small-souled per- 
son is deficient in relation to his estimation of himself and the worthi- 
ness of the great-souled man; the vain person is excessive when it comes 
to himself, though not, of course, in relation to the great-souled man. 

The great-souled man, if indeed he is worthy of the greatest things, 
would be the best, for he who is better is always worthy of what is greater, 
and he who is best is worthy of the greatest things. He who is truly great 
souled, therefore, must be good, and what is great in each virtue would 


16 - The term is séphron. In his discussion of the virtue of moderation (sophrosuné), 
Aristotle confines its sphere to the bodily appetites or desires, whereas here it has a 
general meaning of “sensible.” 

17 - Bywater brackets as an interpolation the terms the great that appear here in the MSS. 
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seem to belong to the great-souled man. It would in no way be suitable 
for a great-souled man to flee with arms swinging or to commit injustice: 
for the sake of what will he do shameful things, he to whom nothing is 
great?’* And to anyone who thoroughly examines each characteristic, it 
would appear entirely laughable if the great-souled man were not good. 
He would not be worthy of honor, either, if he were base, for honor is the 
prize of virtue and is assigned to those who are good. Greatness of soul, 
then, seems to be like a kind of ornament” of the virtues, for it makes 
them greater and does not arise without them. For this reason, it is diffi- 
cult, in truth, to be great souled, for it is not possible without gentleman- 
liness.”° 

It is especially with matters of honor and dishonor, then, that a great- 
souled man is concerned. And he will take pleasure in a measured way 
in great honors and those that come from serious human beings, on the 
grounds that he obtains what is proper to him or even less—for there 
could be no honor worthy of complete virtue, but he will nevertheless ac- 
cept it inasmuch as they have nothing greater to assign to him. As for honor 
that comes from people at random, or small honors, he will have complete 
contempt for them, since it is not of these chat he is worthy. The case of dis- 
honor is similar, for it will not justly pertain to him. The great-souled man, 
then, is, as was said, especially concerned with honors, but he will surely 
also be disposed in a measured way toward wealth and political power as 
well as all good and bad fortune, however it may occur: he will be neither 
overjoyed by good fortune nor deeply grieved by bad fortune. For he is not 
disposed even toward honor as though it were a very great thing, and po- 
litical power and wealth are choiceworthy on account of the honor they 
bring; at any rate, those who possess them wish to be honored on account 
of them. But to him for whom honor isa small thing, so also are these other 
concerns. Hence the great-souled are held to be haughty. 

But instances of good fortune too seem to contribute to greatness of 
soul, since the wellborn deem themselves worthy of honor, as do those who 
possess political power or wealth. For they are in a position of superiority, 
and everything superior in point of goodness is more honorable. Hence 


18 - Aristotle repeats this phrase at 1125a3 and 15. Compare Plato, Republic 486a8-10, 
for a similar remark in reference to the philosopher. 

19 - Or, “adornment,” “crown” (kosmos). It is used also at 1123a6-7 to refer to the way 
that someone who possesses magnificence furnishes his home. 

20 - Kalokagathia, literally “nobility and goodness,” is the term typically applied in 


Greek to the “gentleman,” the exemplar of the moral virtues. 
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these sorts of things render people more great souled, since they are hon- 
ored by some asa result. Yet in truth, only the good human being is honor- 
able, though he who has both goodness and good fortune is deemed even 
worthier of honor. But those who possess such goods in the absence of vir- 
tue do not justly deem themselves worthy of great things, nor are they cor- 
rectly spoken of as great souled: in the absence of complete virtue, neither 
of these is possible. And people who possess such goods become haughty 
and hubristic because, in the absence of virtue, it is not easy to deal with 
the goods of fortune in a suitable manner. Although not in fact being able 
to deal with these goods and supposing themselves to be superior to oth- 
ers, they look down on them, while they themselves act in whatever ran- 
dom way. For they imitate the great-souled man without being like him, 
and they do this wherever circumstances permit. They do not perform the 
deeds that accord with virtue, then, but they look down on others nonethe- 
less. For the great-souled man justly looks down on others (since he holds a 
true opinion of himself ), whereas the many do so in a random fashion. 
The great-souled man is not one to hazard trifling dangers and he is 
nota lover of danger either, since he honors few things. But he will hazard 
great dangers, and when he does so, he throws away his life, on the grounds 
that living is not at all worthwhile.” He is also the sort to benefit others 
but is ashamed to receive a benefaction; for the former is a mark of one 
who is superior, the latter of one who is inferior. He is disposed to return 
a benefaction with a greater one, since in this way the person who took 
the initiative [with the original benefaction] will owe him in addition and 
will have also fared well thereby. But those who are great souled seem in 
fact to remember whatever benefaction they may have done, yet not those 
that they have been done (for he who receives the benefit is inferior to him 
who performed it, whereas the great-souled man wishes to be superior); 
and they seem to hear about the former with pleasure, but about the latter 
with displeasure. Hence Thetis too did not speak of the benefactions she 
had done for Zeus, nor did the Laconians speak of those they had done 
for the Athenians but only those they had been done.” It belongs to the 


21 - Translators often render this ambiguous phrase as “living at any cost is not worth- 
while,” perhaps rightly. The alternative we offer, while arresting in its import, makes 
sense of the suggestion that the great-souled man will “throw away” his life and of Aris- 
totle’s repeated statement that “nothing is great” to such a man. 

22 - For the reference to Thetis, see Iliad 1.503-4. In fact, she does refer to the good 
she has done Zeus, though only in general terms: “Father Zeus, if ever I benefited you 
among the immortals, either by word or by deed...” It is not certain what the claim 
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great-souled also to need nothing, or scarcely anything, but to be eager to 
be of service, and to be great in the presence of people of worth and good 
fortune, but measured toward those of a middling rank. For it isa difficult 
and august thing to be superior among the fortunate, but easy to be that 
way among the middling sorts; and to exalt oneself among the former is 
not alowborn thing, but to do so among the latter is crude, just as is using 
one’s strength against the weak. It belongs to the great-souled man also 
not to go in for the things that are generally honored or in which others 
hold first place, and he is idle and a procrastinator, except wherever either 
a great honor or a great deed is at stake; he is disposed to act in few affairs, 
namely, in great and notable ones. He is necessarily open in both hate and 
love, for concealing these things is the mark of a fearful person, as is car- 
ing less for the truth than for people’s opinion. He necessarily speaks and 
acts in an open manner: he speaks freely because he is disposed to feeling 
contempt for others, and he is given to truthfulness, except inasmuch as 
he is ironic toward the many. And he is necessarily incapable of living with 
a view to another —except a friend— since doing so is slavish. Hence too 
all flatterers are servile, and all lowly types are flatterers. 

The great-souled man is also not given to admiration, * since nothing 
is great to him. But neither is he one to remember evils done him; for it 
does not belong to a great-souled man to recall things with a grudge, in 
particular evils done him, but rather to overlook them. He is also not one 
for personal conversation: he will speak neither about himself nor about 
another, since he does not care either to be praised himself or for others to 
be blamed. Nor, in turn, is he given to praising others. Hence he is not one 
to speak ill, not even of his enemies, except where insolence is involved.” 
When it comes to necessities or small concerns, he is least of all given to 
lamentation and requests for help, since it is the mark of a serious person 
to be thus disposed toward these. He is such as to possess beautiful and 
useless things more than useful and beneficial ones, for this is more the 
mark of a self-sufficient person. Also, slowness of movement seems to be 
the mark ofa great-souled man, as well as a deep voice and steady speech; 


about the Laconians refers to. According to a scholiast, who quotes the historian Cal- 
listhenes, it refers to an event in 369 when the Spartans sought Athenian aid against the 
Thebans. But if so, Xenophon’s account of the relevant Spartan speeches does not bear 
out Aristotle’s claim; see Xenophon, Hellenica 6.5.33-34. 

23 - Or, “wonder” (thaumastikos). 

24 - Commentators disagree about the meaning of this final phrase: is the insolence 
(hubris) that of the great-souled man or of his enemy? 
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for he who is serious about few things is not given to hastiness, nor is any- 
one ever vehement who supposes that nothing is great, whereas a shrill 
voice and quickness result from these things. 

Such, then, is the great-souled man, whereas he who is deficient is 
small souled, and he who exceeds is vain. Now, these people too do not 
seem to be bad (since they are not malefactors), though they do err. For 
the small-souled person, even though he is worthy of good things, deprives 
himself of those he is indeed worthy of, and he seems to be in some way bad, 
asa result of not deeming himself worthy of good things, and to be ignorant 
of himself; he otherwise would long for the things he is worthy of, since they 
are good. Nonetheless, such people are held not to be foolish but, rather, 
timid. Yet such an opinion seems to make them even worse; for everyone 
aims at those things that accord with his worth, whereas the small-souled 
refrain even from noble actions and pursuits, on the grounds that they are 
unworthy of them, as is similarly the case also with external goods. 

But vain people are foolish and ignorant of themselves, and manifestly 
so; for although they are not worthy,” they try their hand at the things 
people honor, and then they are found out. They deck themselves out 
when it comes to their dress and appearance and things of that sort; they 
wish for the things of good fortune and for these to be manifestly theirs; 
and they speak about these things,”* on the grounds that they will be hon- 
ored as a result. 

But smallness of soul is more opposed to greatness of soul than vanity 
is, for it both occurs more often and is worse. 

Greatness of soul, then, is concerned with great honor, just as has been 
said. 


CHAPTER FOUR 


But there seems to be a certain virtue also concerned with honor, just as 
was said in the first discussions,”” which would seem to stand in a similar 
way to greatness of soul as liberality stands to magnificence: both are at 
a remove from what is great but dispose us to be such as we ought to be 
when it comes to measured and small things. Just as there is a mean, an 
excess, and a deficiency in the taking and giving of money, so also in the 
longing for honor one can have more or less of such a longing than one 


25 - Or, according to some MSS, “as if they are worthy.” 
26 - Or, according to some MSS, “they speak about themselves.” 
27 - Inthe enumeration of the virtues in 2.7 (1107b24—-31); consider also 1.5 (1095b22-30). 
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ought, and one can seek honor from where and in the way one ought. For 
we blame the ambitious person,”* on the grounds that he aims at getting 
honor more than he ought and from where he ought not; and we blame 
the unambitious person, on the grounds that he chooses not to be hon- 
ored even in the case of what is noble. But sometimes we praise the am- 
bitious person as manly and a lover of what is noble, and praise the un- 
ambitious person as measured and moderate, just as we said in the first 
discussions as well. Yet it is clear that since we speak of the “lover of such 
and such” in various ways, we do not always apply the phrase “lover of 
honor” [or ambitious person] to the same thing; when we are offering 
praise, we apply the term to those who love honor more than the many 
do, but when we are speaking in terms of blame, to those who love honor 
more than they ought. Since the mean is nameless, the extremes seem to 
dispute over it as if it were unclaimed. But where there is excess and de- 
ficiency, there exists also a middle term, and people long for honor both 
more than they ought and less; and, therefore, it is possible to do so as 
one ought. It is this characteristic that is praised, then, although the mean 
with respect to honor is nameless. In relation to ambition, it appears as 
lack of ambition; in relation to lack of ambition, it appears as ambition; 
and in relation to both, it somehow appears as both. This seems to be the 
case also with the other virtues, but here it is the extremes that appear to 
be opposites of each other, because the middle term has not been named. 


CHAPTER FIVE 


Gentleness is a mean with respect to anger. Since the middle term is 
nameless, as the extremes also pretty much are, we confer the name “gen- 
tleness” on the middle term, since it inclines in the direction of the defi- 
ciency, which is nameless. The excess might be said to be a certain iras- 
cibility, for the passion involved is anger, though what produces anger is 
manifold and varied. 

The person who gets angry at the things and with whom he ought, 
then, and, further, in the way, when, and for as much time as he ought, is 
praised. Hence this person would be gentle, ifindeed gentleness is praised. 
The gentle person wishes to be calm and not led by his passion, but rather 
as reason may command, and so to be harsh regarding the things he ought 


28 - The ambitious person ( philotimos) is literally a “lover of honor,” while the one who 
lacks ambition is aphilotimos, “without the love of honor.” 
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and for the requisite time. But he seems to err more in the direction of 
the deficiency, since the gentle person is given not to revenge but rather to 
forgiveness. The deficiency, whether it is a certain lack of anger or some- 
thing else, is blamed. For those who do not get angry at the things they 
ought are held to be foolish, as are those who do not get angry in the way 
they ought or when or with whom they ought. For such a person seems 
to lack perception and even not to feel pain; since he does not get angry, 
he seems not apt to defend himself against an attack. Yet to hold back in 
this way after having been treated insolently, and to overlook such treat- 
ment of one’s kin, is held to be slavish. 

The excess arises in all these respects (that is, getting angry at whom 
one ought not and at the things one ought not, more than one ought, and 
more quickly and for too much time), though surely not a// these happen 
to one and the same person: this would not be possible, since what is bad 
destroys even itself, and if it is complete in all its parts, it becomes intoler- 
able. Irascible people, then, get angry rapidly, with whom they ought not, 
at things they ought not, and more than they ought; but they rapidly cease 
being angry, which is in fact their best trait. This happens to them because 
they do not hold on to their anger but retaliate in a manifest way on ac- 
count of the quickness of their temper, and then they leave off. The cho- 
leric are exceedingly quick tempered and irascible toward everyone and at 
everything; hence too the name.” But bitter people are resistant to recon- 
ciliation and are angry for a long time, because they constrain their spirit. 
Yet it does come to a halt when they retaliate, since revenge makes anger 
cease, thus producing pleasure instead of pain. Whenever this does not oc- 
cur, bitter human beings carry a heavy weight: because their anger is not 
manifest, no one persuades them out of it, and time is needed to digest it in 
oneself. Such people are most troublesome to themselves and their closest 
friends. We speak of harsh people as those who are harsh regarding matters 
not requiring it, who are harsher than they ought to be and for too long 
a time, and who cannot be reconciled unless they inflict their revenge or 
punishment. We set the excess in question as more opposed to gentleness 
[than the deficiency], for it also occurs more often, since to seek revenge is 
more characteristically human, and harsh people are worse to live with. 

What was said earlier is clear also from the points being discussed: it 
is not easy to determine how, with whom, at what sort of things, and for 


29 - The Greek term akrocholos has the sense similar to that of the English choleric or 
bilious, meaning “an excess of cholé,” choler or bile, the humor thought to cause anger. 
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how much time one ought to be angry, as well as up to what point this is 
correctly or erroneously done. For he who deviates a little is not blamed, 
whether in the direction of more [than the mean] or in that of less than 
it, since sometimes we praise those who are deficient and assert that they 
are gentle, and sometimes we praise those who are harsh as manly, on the 
grounds that they are capable of ruling. How much and in what way he 
who deviates is blameworthy, then, is not easy to render by means of ar- 
gument. For in each circumstance, the relevant decision resides in the 
perception in question. But this much at least is clear: the middle char- 
acteristic is praiseworthy, in accord with which we are angry with whom 
we ought to be, at the things we ought, in the way we ought, and every- 
thing of this sort; whereas the excesses and deficiencies are blamewor- 
thy—slightly so if they are small in degree, more so if in greater degree, 
and extremely so if in great degree. It is clear, therefore, that one must 
cleave to the middle characteristic. 

Let the characteristics that pertain to anger, then, be stated in this way. 


CHAPTER SIX 


In our associations with one another, both in living together and in shar- 
ing in speeches and actions, some people are held to be obsequious: those 
who praise everyone with a view to pleasing them and oppose nothing, 
but rather suppose they ought not to cause pain to anyone they may meet. 
At the opposite extreme to them are those people who oppose everything 
and give no thought whatever to causing others pain, people who are called 
surly and quarrelsome. It is not unclear, then, that the characteristics spo- 
ken of are blameworthy and that the middle term with respect to these— 
in accord with which a person will approve of what he ought and in the 
way he ought, and similarly also disapprove —is praiseworthy. But a spe- 
cific name has not been given to this characteristic, though it seems most 
like friendship [or friendliness]. For someone who accords with the middle 
characteristic here is the sort of person we mean by an equitable friend, 
if his disposition also goes together with feeling affection for the other. 
This characteristic differs from friendship, however, because it is without 
the relevant passion, that is, the feeling of affection for those with whom 
one associates: it is not as a result of friendly affection” or hatred that the 
30 - For “the feeling of affection” and “friendly affection,” Aristotle uses forms of two 


different verbs, stergein and philein, respectively; the first usually connotes familial af- 
fection, and the second the affection connected with friendship proper (philia). 
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person in question approves of each matter as he ought, but as a result of 
being the sort of person he is. For he will act similarly in the case of both 
those he does not know and those he does know, of both those who are inti- 
mates and those who are not— except that he will also do what is suitable in 
each case. For it is not proper to give similar thought to one’s intimates as to 
strangers, nor, in turn, to be similarly concerned about causing each pain. 

It has been stated in general, then, that this person will associate with 
others in the way he ought; and by referring to what is noble and advanta- 
geous, he will aim either at not causing others pain” or at contributing to 
their pleasure. For he seems to be concerned with the pleasures and pains 
that arise in the course of our associations; and in all cases in which it is 
not noble, or is harmful, for him to contribute to their pleasure, he will 
disapprove of doing so, and he will choose to cause them pain. If some- 
thing would bring no little disgrace or harm to the person doing it, while 
opposing it would cause little pain, he will not approve but rather dis- 
approve of it. He will also associate differently among people of worth 
than among people at random, just as he will associate differently also 
with those who are more or less known to him, and similarly in the case 
of other relevant differences, assigning to each what is fitting. And while 
he chooses to contribute to the pleasure of others for its own sake and is 
cautious about causing others pain, he is guided by the consequences at 
stake—I mean if what is noble and advantageous may be greater [than 
the pleasure or pain involved]. And for the sake of a great pleasure in the 
future, he will cause a little pain now. Such, then, is the person marked by 
the middle characteristic, but he does not have a name. 

As for contributing to pleasure, he who aims at being pleasant for no 
ulterior motive is obsequious, whereas he who does so in order to gain 
some benefit for himself, in money and all that comes from money, is 
a flatterer. But he who disapproves of everyone was said to be surly and 
quarrelsome. And the extremes appear to be opposed to each other be- 
cause the middle term is nameless. 


CHAPTER SEVEN 
Concerning pretty much the same things, there is also the mean related to 


boasting, but it too is nameless. Yet it is not the worst thing to go through 


31 + Or, according to a suggestion of Susemihl and Gauthier and Jolif, “he will aim at 


. . ” 
causing them pain. 
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considerations of this kind as well, since we would know better what per- 
tains to character by going through each of them, and we would trust that 
the virtues are means by seeing plainly that this is so in each case. 

When it comes to living together, then, those who associate with a view 
to pleasure and pain have been spoken of. Let us speak similarly also about 
those who tell the truth as well as those who state falsehoods” related to 
speeches and actions, that is, in relation to what it is they pretend to. The 
boaster, then, seems apt to pretend to qualities held in high repute, 
both qualities he does not actually possess and those that are greater than 
the ones he does possess, whereas the ironist, conversely, seems to deny the 
qualities he actually possesses or to make them less; and the person in the 
middle between them is a kind of “plain dealer,” since he is given to truth- 
fulness, both in his life and his speech, acknowledging that the qualities he 
possesses are his own and neither exaggerating nor diminishing them. 

It is possible to act in each of these ways either for the sake of some goal 
or for none. The sorts of things each person says and does, and thus how he 
lives, are determined by the sort of person he is—ifhe is not acting for the 
sake of some goal. In itself, what is false is base and blameworthy, whereas 
what is true is noble and praiseworthy. In this way too, he who is given to 
truthfulness, being characterized by the middle term, is praiseworthy; but 
both of those given to falsehoods are blameworthy, though more so the 
boaster. Yet let us speak about each, and first about the truthful person. 

Now, we are speaking not about truthfulness in the case of agreements 
or anything that extends into the realm of injustice or justice (for this 
would belong to another virtue). Rather, in the situations in which noth- 
ing of that sort is involved, the person we are speaking of is truthful both 
in speech and in life because such is his characteristic. A person of this 
sort would seem to be decent because he is a lover of truth; and if he is 
truthful in the situations in which being such makes no difference, still 
more so will he be truthful in the situations in which it does. For he will 
guard against what is false on the grounds that it is shameful, especially 
when he is also used to guarding against it in itself. And such a person is 
praiseworthy. He will incline more in the direction of [saying] less than 
what is true, for this appears more refined, given the irksomeness of the 
excesses in this regard. 

He who pretends to qualities greater than he possesses for no partic- 
32 - Or, “who tell lies,” here and throughout. 


33 - The term used here (authekastos) refers to someone who “calls things by their right 
names’ —who “calls a spade a spade.” 
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ular purpose resembles a base person (for otherwise he would not enjoy 
lying), and yet he appears more silly than bad. But when some goal is at 
issue, he who pretends to more than he is for the sake of reputation or 
honor is not overly blameworthy as a boaster, whereas he who does this 
for money (or anything that would lead to money) is more unseemly. (It is 
not in having the capacity to boast but in making the choice to do so that 
someone is a boaster, for choice accords with one’s characteristic, and he 
is a boaster because he is that sort of person.) In this same way too, some- 
one given to falsehood either enjoys falsehood in itself or longs for repu- 
tation or gain. Some who boast for the sake of reputation, then, pretend 
to the sorts of qualities that are praised or are thought to bring happiness; 
others, who boast for the sake of gain, pretend to qualities that please 
their neighbors, the false pretense to which can go unnoticed — for ex- 
ample, when they pretend to be a prophet, a wise man, or a doctor.”* On 
this account, most people pretend to and boast of such things, since the 
criteria just mentioned are present in [those areas of expertise]. 

Ironists, who tend to say less than they are, appear more refined in their 
characters. For they seem not to speak for the sake of gain but as people 
who avoid bombast. And they especially deny having qualities held in high 
repute —as, for instance, Socrates used to do. Those who deny small and 
manifest things are said to be humbugs and are rather contemptible, and 
sometimes such denial appears as boasting—as in the dress of the Spar- 
tans, for example.” For both excess and extreme deficiency are boastful, 
but those who use irony in a measured way and concerning things that are 
not extremely obvious come to sight as refined in their irony. The boaster 
appears to lie opposite the truth teller, since he is worse than the ironist. 


CHAPTER EIGHT 


But since rest [or relaxation} too isa part of life, and a part of rest involves 
passing the time*® with playful amusement, it seems that here too there is 


34 - As an alternative reading, Gauthier and Jolif, following Rackham, suggest “in pretend- 
ing to be a doctor or wise prophet.” This reading is supported by some MSS, and the fig- 
ures of the doctor and prophet or soothsayer were often comically presented as charlatans. 
35 - The Spartans adopted an ostentatiously simple mode of dress that masked differ- 
ences of wealth: consider, e.g., Thucydides 1.6.4. 

36 + This is the first appearance of diagégé, the meaning of which can range from “pass- 
ing the time” in the simple sense to “the conduct of one’s life.” It appears again at 


1171b13, 1176b12 and 14, and 1177a9 and 27. 
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a certain suitable manner of association, that is, both certain things one 
ought to say to others and a certain manner of doing so, and similarly also 
with listening to others. It will also make a difference what sorts of people 
one speaks among and to what sorts one listens. It is clear that, regarding 
these matters as well, there is an excess and a deficiency with respect to a 
middle term. 

Those who are excessive in provoking laughter, then, are held to be buf- 
foonish and crude, intent on doing anything for a laugh and aiming more 
at producing laughter than at saying something seemly or at not causing 
pain to the person who is the butt of the joke. On the other hand, those 
who would say nothing funny themselves and who are disgusted with 
those who do are held to be boorish and dour. But those who are playful 
in a suitable manner are called witty, as in those who are “versatile,’*’ since 
such witticisms seem to be movements of their character; and characters, 
like bodies, are judged by their movements. Since something laughable 
is always near to hand, and since most people enjoy playfulness and jok- 
ing more than they ought, even buffoons are addressed as witty as if they 
were refined. But that the two differ, and not a little, is clear from what 
has been said. 

‘Tact too is proper to the middle characteristic, and it belongs to the 
tactful person to say and listen to the sorts of things suited to a decent and 
liberal person. For certain things are fitting for such a person to say in his 
turn at play, and to listen to, and the playfulness of a liberal person dif- 
fers from that ofa slavish one as the play of an educated person does from 
that of an uneducated one. Someone could see this also from the ancient 
and new comedies,” for in the former, foul language used to be laughable, 
whereas in the latter, innuendo is more so, and these differ in no small way 
in point of decorum. Must one, then, define the person who jokes well as 
he who says what is not inappropriate for a liberal human being,” or as 
he who does not cause pain to the listener (or even causes him delight)? 
Or is this sort of thing indefinable too? For different things are hateful as 
well as pleasant to different people. Such also are the things someone will 


37 - Aristotle playfully traces the etymological origin of eutrapelos (“easily turning” and 
so “witty”) and of eutropos (versatile) to the verb trepein, “to turn.” 

38 - As commentators note, the distinction Aristotle makes here is not the official one 
of the later grammarians between the “old” comedy of Aristophanes and the “new” 
comedy of Menander and his successors, but a distinction between the comedies of the 
fifth century, including of course those of Aristophanes, and those of Aristotle’s day. 
39 - Or, as some MSS read, “as he who says what is fitting for a liberal human being.” 
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listen to, since what he endures listening to, he is held also to do. {The 
tactful or witty person] will not do just anything or everything, of course, 
since a joke is a kind of slander and legislators prohibit the slandering of 
some things, but they perhaps ought also to prohibit joking about some 
things. The refined and liberal person, then, is disposed in this way, he be- 
ing like a law unto himself. The person characterized by the middle term, 
then, is of this sort, whether he is said to be tactful or witty. 

But the buffoon cannot resist a laugh, sparing neither himself nor oth- 
ers if he will produce laughter, and saying the sorts of things that a refined 
person would never say—and some that he would not even listen to. The 
boor is useless in these sorts of associations because, contributing nothing 
to them, he is disgusted with everything. 

Rest and play seem to be necessary in life. The three means that are 
found in life, then, have been spoken of, and all are concerned with cer- 
tain speeches and actions related to community. They differ in that one 
is concerned with truth, whereas the others are concerned with what is 
pleasant. Of those concerned with the pleasant, one has to do with what 
is pleasant in matters of play, the other with what is pleasant in the asso- 
ciations connected with the rest of life. 


CHAPTER NINE 


It is not fitting to speak about a sense of shame as a particular virtue, for 
it seems more like a passion than a characteristic. It is defined, at any rate, 
as a certain fear of disrepute, and it turns out to resemble the fear of ter- 
rible things, for those who feel shame blush and those who fear death 
turn pale. Both, then, appear in some way to be bodily, which seems to 
be more a mark of a passion than of a characteristic. But this passion is 
appropriate, not to every age but to the young; for we suppose that the 
young ought to be bashful because the many errors they make, in living 
by passion, are checked by a sense of shame. And we praise those of the 
young who are bashful, but no one would praise an older man because he 
is given to shame: we suppose that he ought not to do anything that in- 
curs shame. Shame does not belong to a decent person either, since it oc- 
curs in connection with base things (for one must not do such things). 
And whether these are shameful truly or shameful according to opinion 
makes no difference, for neither is to be done; as a result, one should not 
feel shame. And to be the sort of person to do anything shameful is the 
mark of someone base. But to be disposed to feel shame at doing any such 
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thing, and on ¢/is account to suppose that one is decent, is strange. For 
shame attaches to voluntary acts, but the decent person will never volun- 
tarily do base things. Yet a sense of shame might be a decent thing on the 
basis of a given hypothesis: if a person were to do something base, he 
would feel shame. But this does not pertain to the virtues: if shameless- 
ness (or not being ashamed to do shameful things) is base, it is still no 
more the case that he who is ashamed to do these sorts of things is decent. 

Self-restraint is not a virtue either, but something mixed. Yet what con- 
cerns it will be pointed out in what comes later.” 

But now let us speak about justice. 


40 + See 7.1-10. 
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CHAPTER ONE 


Concerning Justice and injustice, we must examine what sort of actions 
they happen to be concerned with, as well as what sort of mean justice 
is and of what things the just is a middle term.’ Let our examination be 
in accord with the same method of inquiry employed in the matters dis- 
cussed earlier. 

Now, we see that everyone wishes to say that justice is the sort of char- 
acteristic on the basis of which people are disposed to do just things and 
on the basis of which they act justly and wish for just things. It is the same 
way also concerning injustice—thar it is that on the basis of which people 
are unjust and wish for unjust things. Hence for us too, let these things 
first be set down as an outline. 

What holds in the case of the sciences and capacities does not hold in 
that of the characteristics: the same capacity or science seems to pertain 
to opposites,” but a characteristic does not seem to pertain to opposites. 
For example, as a result of health, one does not do things opposed to one 
another [—things characteristic of health and those of sickness, for ex- 
ample—], but only what is healthy: we say that it is a healthy walk when 
one walks as a healthy person would. Many times, then, the one character- 
istic is known from its opposite; but many times too, the characteristics 
are known from the things in which they are found. For if the good con- 
dition is manifest, then the bad condition too becomes manifest; from 
what is conducive to it, the good condition becomes manifest, and from 
this good condition, what is conducive to it also becomes manifest: if the 


1 - Aristotle uses two terms here to refer to justice: dikaiosuné, which we always trans- 
late as “justice,” and to dikaion, the noun derived from the adjective dikaios, which we 
3? <¢ 


variously translate as “the just,” “the just thing,” or “what is just.” 
2+ Or, “contraries” (ta enantia), here and throughout. 
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good condition is firm flesh, then the bad condition is necessarily flabby 
flesh, and what is conducive to the good condition necessarily produces 
firmness in the flesh. 

It follows for the most part that if one of two terms is spoken of in 
various ways, then the other is spoken of in various ways as well—for ex- 
ample, if the just is spoken of in various ways, then so too is the unjust.” 
Now, it seems that justice and injustice are spoken of in various ways, but 
because their meanings are close, their sharing of the same name is not 
noticed and is not as clear as it is in cases in which the meanings are far 
apart (for then the difference in their outward appearance’ is great) —as 
in the case, for example, of what is called by the same name “leis,” either 
the collarbone of animals or that with which people lock doors. 

So let us grasp in how many ways the unjust person is spoken of. The 
lawbreaker, then, is held to be unjust, as is he who grasps for more’ and is 
unequal.° It is clear as a result that the just person will be both lawful and 
equal. The just, therefore, is what is lawful and what is equal; the unjust 
is what is unlawful and what is unequal. 

Since the unjust person grasps for more, he will be concerned with the 
good things—not all goods but so many as good fortune and misfortune 
concern, which are those that are always good unqualifiedly but not al- 
ways good for a particular person. Yet human beings pray for and pursue 
these things, though they ought not; rather, they ought to pray that the 
things that are good unqualifiedly be good also for them, and they ought 
to choose the things that are good for them in fact. 

The unjust person does not always choose the greater share but chooses 
also the lesser share of things unqualifiedly bad. Yet because the lesser of 
what is bad also seems to be in some way good, and since to be grasping is 
to be after what is good, it is on this account that the unjust person is held 
to be grasping for more. He is unequal as well, for this [inequality] com- 


3 - This is the reading adopted by Bekker and Bywater. Other MSS suggest the fol- 
lowing: “for example, if the just and justice are spoken of in various ways, so too are the 
unjust and injustice.” 

4+ Aristotle uses the term idea here in its literal sense of outward appearance. See book 
I, nn. 32 and 58. 

5 - The term is pleonektés, meaning literally “the having of more” and by extension the 
desiring of more than one is due; hence being greedy or grasping. 

6+ The term is anisos, meaning literally “unequal,” though many translate it also as “un- 
fair.” We retain the literal term, given that the notion of equality is central to the two 
forms of particular justice, distributive and corrective, and to law. 
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prehends and is common [to taking both the greater share of the good 
and the lesser of the bad]. 

Since, as noted before, he who is a lawbreaker is unjust and he who is 
lawful just, it is clear that all lawful things are somehow just. For matters 
defined by the legislative art are lawful, and each of these we declare to 
be just. The laws pronounce on a// things, in their aiming at the common 
advantage, either for all persons or for the best or for those who have au- 
thority, either in accord with virtue’ or in some other such way. As a re- 
sult, we say that those things apt to produce and preserve happiness and 
its parts for the political community are in a manner just. The law orders 
us to do the deeds of the courageous person (for example, not to leave the 
order of battle or to flee or to throw down our weapons), and those of the 
moderate person (for example, not to commit adultery or outrage), and 
those of the gentle person (for example, not to strike or to slander some- 
one), and similarly also in the case of the other virtues and corruptions; 
the law commands the ones and forbids the others— correctly, in the case 
of the law laid down correctly, and in a worse way, in the case of the law 
laid down haphazardly. 

This justice, then, is complete® virtue, though not unqualifiedly but in 
relation to another person. And on account of this, justice is often held 
to be the greatest of the virtues, neither the evening star nor the morning 
dawn being so wondrous. And, speaking in proverbs, we assert that “in 
justice, every virtue is summed up.”” Further, it is the most complete vir- 
tue because it is the use of complete virtue; it is complete because he who 
possesses it is able to use virtue also in relation to another, and not only as 
regards himself. For many people are able to use virtue in dealing with the 
members of their household, but in their affairs regarding another, they 
are unable to do so. And on this account, the saying of Bias seems good, 
that “office will show the man.”"® For he who rules is already in relation 
to another and within the community. And on account of this same thing 
too, justice alone of the virtues is held to be another's good, because it re- 
lates to another. For it does what is advantageous to another, either to a 
ruler or to someone who shares in the community. 

Worst, then, is he who treats both himself and his friends in a corrupt 


7 - The phrase “in accord with virtue” is omitted in one MS. 

8 - Or, “perfect” (teleios). 

9+ According to the scholiast, this is a saying of Theognis (11.145-46), an elegiac poet 
from Megara (fl. 544-541). 

10 - Bias is one of the traditional Seven Sages or wise men of Greece. 
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way, but best is he who makes use of virtue not in relation to himself but 
in relation to another. For this is a difficult task. This justice, then, is nota 
part of virtue but the whole of virtue, and the injustice opposed to it is not 
a part of vice but the whole of vice. In what respect virtue and this justice 
differ is clear from what has been said. For they are the same, though in 
their being, they are not the same; rather, in the respect in which it bears a 
relation to another, it is justice; in the respect in which it is simply a char- 
acteristic of this sort, it is virtue. 


CHAPTER TWO 


But we, at any rate, are investigating the justice that is a part of virtue— 
for there is some such one, as we assert—and similarly also the injustice 
that is a part [of vice]. And there is a sign that it exists. For he who acts 
in accord with the other kinds of corruption commits injustice but is not 
at all grasping for more—for example, someone who throws down his 
shield through cowardice, who speaks viciously on account of his harsh- 
ness, or who does not donate money for another’s aid on account of his 
stinginess. Yet when a person grasps for more, he often does so, not in 
connection with any one of these sorts of things, and even less in con- 
nection with them all, but rather in relation to a certain wickedness (for 
we blame it), namely, injustice. There is, therefore, some other injustice 
as a part of the whole, and something unjust that is a part of injustice as a 
whole, this latter being what is contrary to the law. 

Further, if someone commits adultery for the sake of gain and profits 
in addition thereby, whereas another spends money and suffers a loss on 
account of his desire, the latter would be held to be licentious rather than 
grasping for more, the former to be unjust but not licentious. It is clear, 
therefore, that he is such on account of the gain he receives. 

Further, concerning all other acts of injustice, reference is always made 
to a specific corruption—for example, ifa person commits adultery, one 
refers to his licentiousness; if he deserts his comrade in arms, to his cow- 
ardice; if he strikes someone, to his anger —but if he makes a gain, we re- 
fer to no corruption other than injustice. It is manifest, as a result, that 
there is a certain other, partial injustice, apart from the whole [of injus- 
tice understood as vice], which has the same name because its definition 
falls in the same genus. For both exercise their capacity in what concerns 
another person; but the one injustice pertains to honor, money, or preser- 
vation—or to some one thing if we were able to encompass all these by a 
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single name—and arises on account of the pleasure associated with gain. 
The other injustice pertains to a// the things with which a serious person 
is concerned. 

That the justices are multiple, then, and that there is also a certain 
other justice besides the whole of virtue, is clear. But one must grasp what 
and what sort of thing it is. Now, the unjust has been defined as both the 
unlawful and the unequal, the just as both the lawful and the equal. It 
is then to the unlawful that the injustice previously mentioned [that is, 
complete injustice] pertains. Since the unequal and the unlawful are not 
the same thing but different, as part in relation to whole— for everything 
unequal is unlawful, but not everything unlawful is unequal —so also the 
unjust and injustice {in the partial sense] are not the same but different 
from [the unjust and injustice in the complete sense], the former as parts 
and the latter as wholes. For this injustice is a part of injustice as a whole, 
and similarly also this justice is a part of justice as a whole. Asa result, one 
must speak also about both partial justice and partial injustice, and in like 
manner about the just and unjust that correspond to them. 

Let us put aside, then, the justice and injustice ordered in accord with 
the whole of virtue, the former being the use of the whole of virtue in rela- 
tion to another, the latter being the use of the whole of vice. But it is man- 
ifest how one must define both the just and the unjust that accord with 
these. For roughly speaking the majority of the lawful things are those 
commanded” on the basis of the whole of virtue: the law commands us 
to live in accord with each virtue and forbids us to live in accord with each 
corruption. Things productive of the whole of virtue are all those legisla- 
tive acts pertaining to the education to the common [good ].”* But as for 
the education pertaining to the individual, in reference to which he is a 
good man simply — whether this education belongs to the political art or 
to another one, must be determined later. For perhaps it is not the same 
thing in every case to be a good man and to be a good citizen. 

One form of partial justice, and of the just thing that accords with it, is 
found in the distributions of honor or money or any of the other things 
divisible among those who share in the regime (for in these things it is 
possible for one person to have a share that is either unequal or equal to 


11 - Most MSS read here “the things that are done [prattomena] on the basis of the 
whole of virtue”; we follow the reading of one MS, adopted by Bywater. 

12 - The Greek is to koinon, “the common,’ but having the meaning of the common af- 
fairs and well-being of the political community. 
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another’s). The other form of such justice is the corrective one involved 
in transactions, and of this latter there are in turn two parts; for some 
transactions are voluntary, others involuntary. The voluntary ones are of 
the following kinds: selling, buying, money lending, pledging security, 
investing, making deposits, and letting for hire (they are said to be volun- 
tary because the beginning point of these transactions is voluntary). Of 
the involuntary transactions, some are covert, such as theft, adultery, poi- 
soning, procuring, slave stealing, slaying by treachery, and bearing false 
witness; others are violent, such as assault, imprisonment, death, rape, 
maiming, slander, and outrage. 


CHAPTER THREE 


Since the unjust person is unequal and what is unjust is unequal, it is clear 
that there is also a certain middle term associated with what is unequal. 
And this is the equal, for in whatever sort of action in which there are de- 
grees, the more and the less, there is also the equal. If, then, the unjust is 
unequal, the just is equal, which is in fact what is held to be the case by 
everyone, even without argument. 

Since the equal is a middle term, the just would be a certain middle 
term. The equal involves at least two things. It is necessary, accordingly, 
for the just to be a middle term as well as equal, both in relation to some- 
thing and for certain persons. In the respect in which it is a middle term, 
it is between certain things (these are the more and the less); in the re- 
spect in which it is equal, it involves two things; and in the respect in 
which it is just, it is for certain persons. It is necessary, therefore, for the 
just to involve at least four terms: the persons for whom it happens to 
be just are two, and the things involved —the matters of concern—are 
two. And there will be the same equality for the persons and the things 
involved: as the latter (the things in the given circumstances) are related, 
so also are the former. For if the people are not equal, they will not have 
equal things. Rather, from this arise fights and accusations, either when 
people who are equal have or are distributed unequal things, or when 
people who are unequal have or are distributed equal things. 

Further, this is clear from what accords with merit, for all agree that 
what is just in distributions ought to accord with a certain merit. Never- 
theless, all do not mean the same thing by merit; rather, democrats say it 
is freedom; oligarchs, wealth; others, good birth; aristocrats, virtue. The 
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just, therefore, is a certain proportion. Proportion is not peculiar to ab- 
stract number alone, but belongs to number generally. For proportion is 
an equality of ratios,'* and it involves at least four terms. 

That the discrete proportion involves four terms, then, is clear. But so 
too does the continuous proportion, for it employs the one term as two 
and names it twice—for example, as line a is to line 8, so line 6 is to line y. 
Thus line 8 is named twice, so that if line 8 is set down twice, there will 
be four proportional terms. The just too is divided into at least four terms 
and the ratio is the same, for it is divided similarly between the persons 
and the things involved. Therefore, as the term a is to 8 [the persons], so 
also y is to 6 [the things]; and so too alternately, as « is to y, so B is to 4. 
So too, as a result, is the whole to the whole [(@ + y) : (8 + 5) :: (a: 8)J— 
which is what the distribution links; and if they are put together in this 
way, it links them justly. Therefore, the combination of term « with y and 
of term 8 with 4 is what is just in the distribution; and the just here is a 
middle term, whereas the unjust is what is contrary to the proportion, for 
the proportion is a middle term and the just is a proportion. The math- 
ematicians call this sort of proportion “geometric, for in the geometric 
proportion, it follows also that whole is to whole as each part is to each 
part. But this proportion is not continuous, for there is not a single nu- 
merical term for person and thing. 

The just in this case, then, is the proportional; the unjust is what is con- 
trary to the proportion. The unjust, therefore, is both what is more [than 
the proportion], on the one side, and what is less than it, on the other, 
which is in fact what happens when it comes to our deeds: he who acts 
unjustly has more of the good, and he who suffers injustice, less, and the 
reverse in the case of what is bad. For the lesser share of what is bad, com- 
pared with the greater share of it, falls into the definition of what is good: 
the lesser bad is more choiceworthy than the greater; what is choicewor- 
thy is good; and the more choiceworthy it is, the greater a good it is. 

This, then, is one form of the just. 


CHAPTER FOUR 
The remaining form of the just is the corrective, which occurs in transac- 


tions, both voluntary and involuntary. The just in this sense has a differ- 


13 - The term translated as “ratios” is the plural of logos; it appears below also in the 
singular. 
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ent form from the previous one, for the just in the distribution of things 
held in common always accords with the proportion spoken of. And in 
fact if the distribution comes out of common resources, it will accord 
with the same ratio that the contributions have toward each other. The 
unjust that is opposite to the just in this sense is contrary to the propor- 
tion. 

The just in transactions is a certain equality, and the unjust, a certain 
inequality, yet not in accord with the proportion just indicated but in ac- 
cord with an arithmetic one. For it makes no difference at all whether a 
decent person robs a base one, or a base person a decent one, or if a decent 
or a base person commits adultery. Rather, the law looks only at the dif- 
ference that stems from the harm done, and it treats persons as equals: if 
the one person acts unjustly, the other suffers injustice; and if the one did 
harm, the other was harmed. As a result, since the unjust in this sense is 
an inequality, the judge tries to restore equality. For indeed, if one person 
is struck and the other strikes, or if he also kills him and the other dies, 
the suffering and the doing involved are divided into unequal segments. 
But the judge tries to restore equality by inflicting a loss,'* thereby tak- 
ing away the gain. For the term gain is used as a way of speaking simply 
in such circumstances (even if in certain cases it would not be the proper 
name—for example, for the person who struck another), and the term 
loss is used for him who suffered. But, at any rate, whenever the suffering 
is measured, the one is called a loss, the other a gain. Asa result, the equal 
is a middle term with respect to what is more and less, while the gain and 
the loss are more and less in opposite ways: more of the good and less of 
the bad is gain, the reverse is loss. The middle term with respect to these 
is, as we noted, the equal, which we say is just; as a result, the just that is 
corrective’ would be the middle term when it comes to loss and gain. 

Hence when people dispute with one another, they find refuge before 
a judge. To go to a judge is to go to the just, for a judge wishes to be, as it 
were, the just ensouled. And people seek a judge as a middle way,’* and 
some call them mediators, on the grounds that, if they hit on the middle 
term, they will have hit on the just. The just, therefore, is a certain middle 
way, if in fact the judge is as well. The judge also restores equality, just as, 


14 - The word (zémia) also means “penalty.” 

15 - Here Aristotle uses a slightly different term for “corrective” (epanorthétikos instead 
of diorthétikos). 

16 + Meson, translated here and in the next sentence as “middle way,’ is the same term 
that we usually translate as “middle term.” 
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in the case of a line cut into unequal parts, one subtracts that by which 
the larger part exceeds the half and adds it to the smaller part. When 
the whole is divided in two, then people assert that they have what is 
theirs whenever they receive what is equal. The equal is the middle term 
of the larger and the smaller in accord with the arithmetic proportion. 
On this account as well, it has its name “just” [dikaion], because it is di- 
vided in two [dicha], just as if one were to say “divided” [dichaion], and of 
the judge [dikastés] that he is a “divider” [dichastés].'’ For when, of two 
equal things, a part is subtracted from one and added to the other, then 
the latter exceeds by twice the part subtracted from; for if the one is sub- 
tracted from, but the other not added to, then the latter exceeds only by 
one. Therefore, the latter exceeds the middle term by one, and the middle 
term exceeds the one subtracted from by one. By this, then, we will know 
both what we ought to subtract from the person who has the greater share 
and what we ought to add to him who has the lesser: we ought to add that 
which exceeds the middle term to the person with the lesser, and to sub- 
tract from the one who has the greatest that by which the middle term is 
exceeded. The lines aa’, 88’, yy’ being equal to one another, subtract from 
aa’ the part ae and add it to yy’ as part, so that the whole, dy’, exceeds ea’ 
by dy and y, and hence 88’ by dy.”® 

These names, both “loss” and “gain,” have come from voluntary trans- 
actions; for to have more than what is one’s own is spoken of as “gain- 
ing,’ and to have less than what one had at the beginning, as “suffering a 
loss”—-in buying and selling, for example, and in as many other transac- 
tions as the law has permitted. When people have neither more nor less 
but the very things they have contributed, they declare that they have 
what is their own and that they have neither suffered a loss nor gained. As 


17 - Aristotle’s etymology is suspect: he obviously plays on the terms dicha, dikastés, 
and dichasteés, as if the judge were a “divider”; but the root of dikastés, as of dikaion, is 
dik- and not dicha, as he suggests here. According to pseudo-Alexander of Aphrodisias, 
Aristotle’s etymology here has Pythagorean roots. 

18 - The lines would be as follows: 


a é a 
ig B’ 
5 Y 4 y’ 


With Bywater, we omit what appears to be an interpolation from 1133a14-16: “This is 
the case also in the other arts, for they would perish if the maker did not make both 
so much and such a kind of a given product, and the recipient did not receive both the 
same amount and same kind of product.” 
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a result, in transactions that are contrary to what is voluntary, the just is a 
middle term between a certain gain and loss—it is to have what is equal 
both before and after the transaction. 


CHAPTER FIVE 


Reciprocity’ is also held by some to be the just unqualifiedly, as the Py- 
thagoreans asserted, for they used to define the just unqualifiedly as reci- 
procity toward another. But reciprocity fits neither with the just in the 
distributive sense nor with the just in the corrective sense—although 
people want this reciprocity to mean also what is just according to Rhada- 
manthus:”” 


Ifhe should suffer the things he did, then justice” would be straight. 


For in many cases, there is a discrepancy [between reciprocity and what 
is just]: for example, if a ruler strikes another, he ought not to be struck 
in return; but if someone strikes a ruler, he ought to be not only struck 
but also punished. Further, there is a great difference between what is 
voluntary and what is involuntary. But in communities concerned with 
exchange, the just in this sense—reciprocity in accord with proportion 
and not in accord with equality—holds them together, for the city stays 
together by means of proportional reciprocity. For either people seek to 
reciprocate harm for harm—if they do not, that is held to be slavish—or 
they seek to reciprocate good for good. And if they do not do this, there is 
no mutual exchange, and people stay together through mutual exchange. 
Hence too people place a shrine to the Graces™ along the roadway, to fos- 
ter reciprocal giving, for this belongs to gratitude: one ought to serve in 
return someone who has been gracious, and ought oneself, the next time, 
to take the lead in being gracious.” 


19 + The word (antipeponthos) stems from the verb meaning “to suffer in turn” and can 
have the sense of “eye for an eye.” 

20 - In Greek mythology, Rhadamanthus was the son of Zeus and Europa who served 
as a ruler and judge of the dead. See, e.g., Plato, Apology of Socrates 41a—c as well as 
Laws 62.4b5. 

21 + Here the term is diké rather than dikaiosuné. It can refer more precisely to the pro- 
cess of arbitration and a specific judgment regarding justice. 

22 - The Graces (charites) were goddesses, fathered by Zeus, embodying charis—grace, 
gratitude, and charm. See, e.g., Hesiod, Theogony 64, 907. 

23 + The translation of the last verb (charizesthai) secures the connection to grace but 
obscures its relation to benefaction. 
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The combination that aligns with the diagonal produces proportional 
reciprocal giving. For example, let a be a house builder, 8 a shoemaker, y 
a house, and 6 a sandal.’** The house builder, then, ought to take from the 
shoemaker the work he produces and give in exchange a share of his own 
work. If, then, there is first proportional equality and then reciprocal ex- 
change occurs, the proportional reciprocity spoken of will take place. If 
not, the exchange is not equal and does not endure. For nothing prevents 
the work of the one person from being superior to that of the other. These 
things ought, therefore, to be equalized. This is the case also in the other 
arts, for they would perish if the maker did not make both so much and 
such a kind of a given product, and the recipient did not receive both the 
same amount and same kind of product. For no community comes into 
existence out of two doctors but rather out of a doctor and a farmer and, 
in general, out of those who are different and not equal. But these [differ- 
ing types] must be equalized. 

Hence all that is exchanged must somehow be capable of being com- 
pared. For this purpose, money” has arisen and become in a way a middle 
term. For it measures everything — both excess and deficiency —so that it 
measures however many sandals are equal to a house or to food. Accord- 
ingly, as a house builder stands in relation to a shoemaker, so a given num- 
ber of sandals must stand in relation to a house or food. For if this is not 
the case, then there will be no exchange or community, and this will not 
be the case if the terms should not be somehow equal. 

All things, therefore, must be measured by some one thing, as was 
said earlier. This thing is, in truth, need, which holds all things together. 


For if people should not need anything, or not in the same way, then 


24 - To achieve proportional reciprocal giving, a must conjoin with 6 and 6 with y, and 


so, in the simplest sense, the equation must work out along the diagonalasa+é=6+¥. 


housebuilder shoemaker 
a ig 
Y ) 
house sandal 


But for the mathematical proof of reciprocity in this sense, see Euclid, Elements 6.15. 
25 - Or, “legal currency.” The term Aristotle here uses (zomisma) means “anything sanc- 
tioned by current or established usage” (nomos) and so “current coin” or “money” (LSJ). 
In 6.1 we translate chrémata as “money” and nomisma as “legal currency,’ but here in 
book 5 we follow English idiom and for the most part translate the term as “money.” 
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there will either not be exchange or not the same sort of exchange. But 
money has become, by agreement, a kind of exchangeable representative 
of need; and on account of this it has its name [zomisma, literally “legal 
currency” |, because it exists not by nature but by law [zomos], and it is up 
to us to change it or render it useless. 

Therefore, there will be reciprocity when terms are made equal, and 
the result will be that, as a farmer stands in relation to a shoemaker, so the 
work of the shoemaker stands in relation to that of the farmer. But one 
must not bring the works into the figure of the proportion after they have 
been exchanged (if they are, one of the extremes will have both excesses), 
but one must do so instead when people still have their own things. In this 
way, they will be equals and partners in a community, since it is possible 
for this equality to arise in their cases. Let the farmer be a, his food y, the 
shoemaker 8, the work of his that is being equalized [to y], 6; ifit were not 
possible to have reciprocity in this way, then there would be no commu- 
nity. 

That need holds people together as if they were some single entity is 
clear. For when either both parties or one of them is not in need of the 
other, they do not undertake exchange, as does happen when someone 
needs what another has— for example, because they are in need of wine, 
people give their license to export corn.”* Therefore, this [exchange] must 
be made equal. As for the exchange that will occur in the future, if there 
is no such need of it now, money is like a guarantee for us that it will oc- 
cur when there is need of it, since someone who brings money ought to 
attain what he needs. Now, money undergoes this same thing as well, for 
it is not always possible for it to be equal. Nevertheless, it tends to stay 
more constant [than does the value of particular commodities}. Hence all 
things ought to have a value assigned to them; for in this way there will 
always be exchange, and if there is exchange, then there will be commu- 
nity. Hence by making things commensurate, money, just like a measure, 
equalizes them. For there is no community if there is no exchange, or ex- 
change if there is no equality, or equality if there is no commensurability. 

Now, in truth, it is impossible for things that differ greatly from one 
another to become commensurable, but it is possible, to a sufficient de- 


26 - This last phrase, which is ungrammatical, is suspected by Bywater, who suggests 
that the text may have a lacuna. One might insert a negative: “as is the case whenever 
one does not possess what someone needs—for example, he needs wine, while people 
are giving their license to export corn.” But doing so raises other difficulties, so there is 


no obvious solution in translating this phrase. 
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gree, in relation to need. So there must be some one thing [that serves as 
a measure], and this is based on a presupposition; hence it is called “le- 
gal currency” [zomisma)].”’ For it makes all things commensurable, since 
all things are measured by currency. Take a house as a, ten minae as 8, a 
couch as y. @ is half of { if the house is worth or equal to five minae, and 
the couch, y, is one-tenth a part of 8. Accordingly, it is clear how many 
couches are equal to a house, namely, five. That there used to be exchange 
in this way before the advent of money is clear, for it makes no differ- 
ence at all whether five couches are exchanged for a house, or for however 
much money five couches are worth. 

What the unjust and the just are, then, has been stated. And with these 
things defined, it is clear that just action is a middle term with respect to 
doing injustice and suffering injustice, for the former is to have more and 
the latter is to have less [than one ought]. Justice is also a certain mean, 
not in the same way as in the other virtues, but because it is bound up with 
a middle term, whereas injustice belongs to the extremes. And justice re- 
fers to that by which the just person is said to be disposed to act according 
to his choice of what is just, and to distribute things to himself in relation 
to another (and to another person in relation toa third), not in such a way 
as to distribute more of what is choiceworthy to himself and less to his 
neighbor, and of harm the reverse, but rather to distribute what is equal 
in accord with the proportion (and similarly also in the case of another 
person in relation to a third). 

But injustice involves the opposite [distribution] with regard to what 
is unjust, and this is excess or deficiency of the beneficial or harmful re- 
spectively, contrary to what is proportional. Hence injustice is excess and 
deficiency, since it is bound up with an excess and a deficiency—an ex- 
cess in one’s own case of what is unqualifiedly beneficial and a deficiency 
of what is harmful. And, in the case of the others involved, injustice is as a 
whole similar. But it is contrary to what is proportional in one way or an- 
other [whether by assigning too little benefit or too great a harm to oth- 
ers], as the case may be. With respect to the wrong done, the lesser wrong 
is to suffer injustice, the greater is to commit injustice. 


27 - Seen. 25 above. 

28 - A mina was the equivalent of one hundred drachmae, and in the course of the 
Peloponnesian War, a drachma a day was a good wage for a soldier. A house worth five 
minae, then, or five hundred drachmae, would take such a soldier approximately six- 


teen months to pay for (assuming, of course, no other expenses). 
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As for what concerns justice and injustice, then—that is, what the na- 
ture of each is—let it have been stated in this way, and similarly also what 
concerns the just and unjust in the general sense. 


CHAPTER SIX 


Since it is possible that he who does injustice is not yet an unjust person, 
what sort of wrongs does someone who is in fact unjust commit, in the 
case of each sort of injustice—for example, a thief, an adulterer, or a pi- 
rate? Or, in this respect, will it not make any difference? For someone 
could have intercourse with a woman, knowing who she is, but this has 
its origin not in one’s choice but in one’s passion. He who does injustice, 
then, is not unjust—for example, he is not a thief, though he stole, and 
he is not an adulterer, though he did commit adultery, and similarly also 
in the other cases.” 

Now, how reciprocity stands in relation to the just has been stated ear- 
lier. But it must not escape our notice that what is being sought is also 
the just unqualifiedly, that is, the just in the political sense.” And this 
exists among those who share a life in common with a view to being self- 
sufficient, who are free and equal, either in accord with a proportion or 
arithmetically. Asa result, for all those for whom this does not exist, there 
is nothing politically just in relation to one another, but only something 
just in a certain sense and by way of a similarity. The just exists for those 
for whom there is also law pertaining to them, and law exists among those 
for whom there is injustice. For justice is a judgment” about the just and 
the unjust. Among those for whom there is injustice, there is also the do- 
ing of injustice among them (though among those for whom there is the 


29 - Some commentators believe that this opening passage is imported from another 
section of the text, since it would indeed seem to belong to the subject matter of 5.8 
and following. But there is no evidence based on the MSS that the passage does not 
belong here. 

30 - Another translation is possible: “But it must not escape our notice that what is be- 
ing sought is both the just unqualifiedly and the just in the political sense.” It is unclear, 
that is, whether “what is being sought” is one or two things; the singular “this” (touto) 
at the beginning of the next sentence suggests (although it does not require) that the 
singular is intended. 

31 - The term here for “justice” is diké (see n. 21 above), and for “judgment,” krisis, 
which we have translated elsewhere as “decision” and, at the beginning of 4.1, as “le- 
gal adjudication.” 
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doing of injustice, not all are marked by injustice), and this is to distrib- 
ute more of the unqualifiedly good things to oneself and less of the un- 
qualifiedly bad than one ought. Hence we do not permit a human being 
to rule, but rather law,” because a human being makes this distribution 
[of things good and bad] for himself and so becomes a tyrant. But a ruler 
is a guardian of the just, and if of the just, then also of the equal. For it 
seems that he gains nothing for himself, if he is indeed just: he does not 
distribute more of what is unqualifiedly good to himself, unless it is pro- 
portional in relation to himself. Hence he labors for another, and on ac- 
count of this, people declare that justice is the good of another, as was 
said also before. Some wage, therefore, must be given to him, and this is 
honor and privilege. But those for whom these sorts of things are not suf- 
ficient become tyrants. 

The just peculiar to a slave master and to a father are not the same as 
these [ political senses of justice], though they are similar. For there is no 
injustice in an unqualified sense toward one’s own things, but one’s prop- 
erty or offspring (until the latter is of a certain age and independent) is 
like a part of oneself, and nobody chooses to harm himself. Hence there 
is no injustice in relation to oneself, nor, therefore, is there what is unjust 
and just in the political sense. For, as we saw, these accord with law and ex- 
ist among those for whom law is natural, namely, those for whom there is 
equality in ruling and being ruled. Hence the just exists more in relation 
to a wife than in relation to one’s offspring and possessions, for this is the 
just pertaining to household management. But this too is different from 
the just in the political sense. 


CHAPTER SEVEN 


Of the just in the political sense, one part is natural, the other, conven- 
tional.** The natural [part of political justice] is that which has the same 
capacity everywhere and is not dependent on being held to exist or not, 
whereas the conventional part is that which at the beginning makes no 
difference whether it is thus or otherwise, but once people have set it 
down, it does make a difference: for example, the sum of money to of- 
fer for ransom, or to sacrifice a goat rather than two sheep, or, further, all 
32 - Given the context, we accept here the reading of one MS, nomos; other MSS have 


instead logos (reason). 
33 - That is, it is legal or accords with law (nomikos). 
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that people legislate in each particular case—for example, to sacrifice to 
Brasidas,”* and specific decrees. 

In the opinion of some people, all [just things] are of this character, be- 
cause what is by nature is unchangeable and has the same capacity every- 
where, just as fire burns both here and in Persia, whereas they see the just 
things being changed. But this is not the way it is—or rather, it is this way 
in a sense: while among the gods, at any rate, it is perhaps not at all this 
way, among us there is in fact something that is [just] by nature, though 
it is altogether changeable. Nevertheless, in one respect it is by nature, in 
another it is not by nature. 

It is clear what sort of thing is by nature, among the things that admit 
of being otherwise, and what sort is not by nature but is conventional and 
by agreement, if indeed both are similarly changeable. The same distinc- 
tion will apply also in other cases: by nature, the right hand is stronger, 
although it is possible for all to become ambidextrous. As for things that 
are just by agreement and in reference to advantage, they are like mea- 
sures: the measures for wine and corn are not everywhere equal; rather, 
where wine and corn are bought, the measures are greater, and where they 
are sold, smaller. And similarly, the just things that are not natural but hu- 
man are not everywhere the same, since the regimes are not either; but 
everywhere there is only one regime that is in accord with nature, the best 
regime. 

Each of the just and lawful things is related [to the various acts that ac- 
cord with them] as universals are to the several particulars. For whereas 
there are many particular acts, each of the just and lawful things is one, 
since it is universal. An act of injustice”’ differs from the unjust, and an 
act of justice differs from the just. For what is unjust is by nature or by en- 
actment, but this very thing becomes an act of injustice once it is done; 
yet until what is unjust is done, it is not yet an act of injustice, though it 
is unjust. The case is similar also for an act of justice (though this is more 
commonly called a “just action” [dikaiopragéma], whereas an “act of jus- 
tice” [dikaioma] isa correction of an act of injustice). 

In reference to each of these, we must examine later what forms it 


34 + Brasidas was an extraordinary Spartan general in the Peloponnesian War who lib- 
erated several Greek cities, most notably Amphipolis, from Athenian control. After his 
death, he was worshiped as a “hero” by the Amphipolitans: see Thucydides 4.102-8 
and 5.6—I1. 

35 - Elsewhere translated as “a wrong” (adikéma). 
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takes, how many forms there are, and with what sorts of things each hap- 
pens to be concerned.”° 


CHAPTER EIGHT 


Since the just and the unjust things are as stated, someone acts unjustly or 
performs a just act when he does these things voluntarily; when he does 
them involuntarily, he neither acts unjustly nor performs a just act, except 
incidentally. For people do just and unjust things incidentally, but an un- 
just and a just act are defined in terms of the voluntary and involuntary: 
when the act is voluntary, it is blamed, and at the same time it is then also 
an unjust act, so that there will be something unjust but not yet an un- 
just act if voluntariness is not present in addition. I mean by voluntary, 
as has been stated earlier as well,”” whatever act is up to a person and he 
performs knowingly, not in ignorance of either the person acted on, the 
means used, or that for the sake of which he acts. For example, he strikes 
someone with something and for the sake of something, and he does each 
of these not incidentally or under compulsion (as if someone, taking his 
hand, were to strike another, which is not done voluntarily since it is not 
up to him). It is possible that the person being struck is his father, and for 
someone to know that he who is struck is a human being or among those 
present, but to be ignorant that he is his father. And let this sort of dis- 
tinction be similarly made concerning both that for the sake of which he 
acts and the action as a whole. 

Hence that which a person is ignorant of, or which he is not ignorant 
of but is not up to him, or that which is forced, is involuntary. For we do 
and suffer knowingly many things that happen by nature, but they are nei- 
ther voluntary nor involuntary — for example, to age or to die. Similarly, 
in the case of unjust and just things, there is also that which is done inci- 
dentally. In fact, someone could give back something deposited in trust 
involuntarily and through fear; one must deny that such a person either 
does what is just or acts justly, except incidentally. Similarly too one must 
assert that he who, under necessity and involuntarily, does not give back 
something deposited with him in trust acts unjustly or does unjust things 
only incidentally. Some voluntary things we do because we have chosen 
them, others we do though we have not chosen them: we choose all those 


36 + Aristotle does not take up again the distinctions he makes here. 
37 - Consider 3.1-5. 
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we deliberated about beforehand, and those not chosen are those not de- 
liberated about beforehand. 

Now, since there are three types of harm that arise in communities, 
those that are done in ignorance are errors whenever the person acted on, 
the act, the means, or that for the sake of which the act is done is not as the 
person acting assumed. For he supposed that he was either not throwing 
or not with this thing or not at this person or not for the sake of this end; 
but the result is not the one he supposed would occur— for example, he 
supposed that he acted not in order to wound but only to prick, or not to 
wound this person, or not with this thing. 

Whenever, then, contrary to reasonable expectation, harm occurs, it is 
an unfortunate thing. Whenever harm occurs not contrary to reasonable 
expectation but without vice, it is an error (for one errs when the origin 
of the cause is in oneself, whereas one is unfortunate when it is external). 
But whenever harm is done knowingly yet without prior deliberation, it 
is an unjust act— for example, whatever is done through spiritedness and 
all other passions that necessarily or naturally befall human beings. For in 
inflicting these harms and making these errors, people do injustice, and 
these are acts of injustice. Still, these people are not yet unjust or wicked 
for these reasons, for the harm done does not arise through any corrup- 
tion. But whenever the harm arises from choice, the person involved is 
unjust and corrupt. 

Hence it is noble to judge acts that arise from spiritedness as not stem- 
ming from forethought, since he who acts from spiritedness is not the or- 
igin of the act; rather, the person who made him angry is. Further, what 
did or did not happen is not the subject of dispute but rather what is 
just in the given circumstance, since anger depends on an apparent injus- 
tice. For it is not the case, as it is in contracts, that people dispute about 
what happened, in which case it is necessary for one of the two parties to 
be corrupt (unless they dispute out of forgetfulness). Rather, they agree 
about the matter at hand, but they dispute about which side justice lies 
on (whereas someone who plotted against another is not ignorant [that 
what he has done is unjust]), with the result that the one party supposes 
that he is suffering an injustice, the other that the former is not. 

But if a person harms someone from choice, he acts unjustly; and it is 
in reference to these acts of injustice that he who does them is himself un- 
just, whenever the act is contrary to what is proportional or equal. Simi- 
larly too a person is himself just whenever he performs a just act, having 
chosen to do so; but he performs a just act if he simply acts voluntarily. 
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Of involuntary acts, some are forgivable,** others are not forgivable. 
For all the errors that people commit, not only in ignorance but also on 
account of ignorance, are subject to forgiveness, whereas all errors not 
committed on account of ignorance but while people are in a state of ig- 
norance as a result of a passion that is neither natural nor human are not 
subject to forgiveness. 


CHAPTER NINE 


But if what concerns the suffering and the doing of injustice has been ad- 
equately defined, someone might be perplexed, first, as to whether it is as 
Euripides said, putting it oddly: 


“T killed my mother, brief is my speech.” 


“You voluntarily and she voluntarily, 


Or she [not] voluntarily and you not voluntarily?”” 


For is it truly possible to suffer injustice voluntarily, or is it not, rather, 
entirely involuntary, just as also the doing of injustice is entirely volun- 
tary? [But then again,] is in fact suffering injustice either one way or the 
other—entirely voluntary or entirely involuntary*’— or is it sometimes 
voluntary and sometimes involuntary? Similar too is the case of being 
treated justly, for performing a just act is entirely voluntary [just as per- 
forming an unjust act is entirely voluntary]. As a result, it is reasonable 
for there to be a similar opposition in each case, and so for suffering injus- 
tice and being treated justly to be either [entirely] voluntary or [entirely] 
involuntary. Yet it would seem to be strange in the case of being treated 
justly, if, that is, being treated justly were entirely voluntary: some who are 
treated justly do not submit to it voluntarily. 

Next, someone might be perplexed also about this: whether everyone 
who has suffered something unjust always thereby suffers injustice, or 
whether what pertains in the case of the doing pertains also in the case of 


38 + Or, “subject to sympathy, sympathetic understanding.” The root of this word 
(sungnémika) is the same one translated as “sympathetic judgment” in 6.11. 

39 - The passage is from Euripides’s lost Alcmaeon. See also 1110428, where Aristotle al- 
ludes to the same play. Bywater emends the text by adding the negative in the last line; 
as Burnet notes, “the sense seems to require an antithesis to hekousan [voluntarily]” in 
the previous phrase. 

40 - Bywater brackets here a phrase, “just as also the doing of injustice is entirely vol- 
untary,” that appears to be repeated from the previous line. 
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the suffering. For it is possible, in the case of both doing and suffering, to 
share incidentally in just things. Similarly, it is clear that this is also pos- 
sible in the case of unjust things; for to do unjust things is not the same as 
to be unjust, to suffer unjust things is not the same as to suffer injustice, 
and similarly also in the case of performing a just act and being treated 
justly. For it is impossible to suffer injustice if another does not do an in- 
justice, or to be treated justly if another person does not do something 
just. If to do injustice is simply to harm someone voluntarily, and the per- 
son who acts voluntarily knows whom he is harming, with what, and in 
what manner, and the person who lacks self-restraint harms himself vol- 
untarily, then in that case he would do injustice voluntarily and it would 
be possible for him to do injustice to himself. 

And this too is one of the perplexing questions: whether it is possible 
for someone to do injustice to himself. Further, [there is perplexity as 
to whether] someone, on account of his lack of self-restraint, could be 
harmed voluntarily by another who acts voluntarily, such that it could 
be possible for him to suffer injustice voluntarily. Or is the definition not 
correct, and must one rather add to “doing harm knowing to whom, with 
what, and in what manner” the phrase “against the other’s wish”? Some- 
one is harmed voluntarily and suffers unjust things, then, but no one vol- 
untarily suffers injustice, for no one wishes for this, not even the person 
lacking self-restraint. Rather, he acts against his own wish. For no one 
wishes for what he supposes not to be of serious worth, and the person 
lacking self-restraint supposes that he ought not to do what he proceeds 
to do. The person who gives away his own things —just as Homer asserts 
that Glaucus gave to Diomedes “gold for bronze, the worth of a hundred 
cattle for nine”*'—does not suffer injustice. For the giving is up to him, 
but suffering injustice is not up to him. Rather, there must be someone 
who commits injustice. As for suffering injustice, then, it is clear that it is 
not voluntary. 

Of the things we chose to speak of, two remain: whether he who dis- 
tributes more than is merited is ever unjust, or whether the unjust person 
is the one who receives that greater share; and whether it is possible for 
someone to do injustice to himself. For if the first statement is possible, 
and he who distributes what is more than is merited does injustice, but 
not he who receives it, then if someone knowingly and voluntarily dis- 
tributes more of his own things to another, this person does injustice to 


41 - Homer, Iliad 6.236. 
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himself, which is the very thing that those of a measured disposition are 
held to do, since the decent person is disposed to taking less for himself. 
Or is not even this a simple thing? For, as may happen, [the decent per- 
son] is grasping for more than his share of another good—for example, 
of reputation or of what is unqualifiedly noble. 

Further, this perplexity is resolved by referring to what distinguished 
the doing of injustice, for whoever gives more of his own goods than is 
merited suffers nothing contrary to his own wish. The result is that he 
does not suffer injustice on this account, at least, but if he suffers anything 
at all, it is harm only. But it is manifest too that he who distributes more 
than is merited does injustice, though not always he who receives more. 
For what is unjust belongs not to the person who simply does injustice 
but to the one who does it voluntarily. This rests in him who is the origin 
of the action, which is in the person who distributes but not in the one 
who receives. 

Further, since “to do” [poiein] is spoken of in many ways, and it is pos- 
sible for inanimate things to kill—also for a hand and a house slave who 
is so commanded —the person who receives a greater share is not acting 
unjustly, though he does “do” [pozein] unjust things. Further, if the dis- 
tributor judged in ignorance, he does not do injustice according to what 
is legally just, and neither is his judgment unjust, though it is in a sense 
unjust: what is legally just is different from what is just in the primary 
sense. But if he judged unjustly, while recognizing this fact, then he him- 
self too is grasping for more, either of gratitude or of vengeance. Just as if, 
then, someone should receive a share of an unjust distribution, so too he 
who judges unjustly because of these things [gratitude or vengeance] re- 
ceives more than his share. For if he were to make a judgment about land 
on this basis, then he would take not land but money. 

Human beings suppose that doing injustice is up to them and hence 
also that what is just is easy. But it is not. For to have intercourse with the 
neighbor's wife, to strike someone nearby, and to put money into some- 
one’s hand is, they suppose, easy and up to them, but to do these things 
while being in a certain state is neither easy nor up to them. Similarly 
too, people suppose that to know the just and unjust things is in no way 
to be wise, because it is not difficult to comprehend what the laws say 
(but these are not the just things, except incidentally). But how the just 
things are done and how they are distributed—this is indeed a greater 
task than to know what is conducive to health, since even here to know 
about honey, wine, hellebore, cauterizing, and cutting is easy, but to know 
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how one must administer them with a view to health, and to whom and 
when, is as great a task as to be a physician. 

On account of this very thing too, people suppose that doing injustice 
belongs no less to the just person [than to the unjust], because the just per- 
son would be no less able but even more able to act both justly and un- 
justly. For he could, they suppose, have intercourse with another’s wife and 
strike another, and the courageous man could throw down his shield and, 
turning every which way, run in whatever direction. But being a coward 
or doing injustice is not doing these things, except incidentally, but rather 
doing them when one is in a certain state, just as being a doctor or healing 
someone does not consist in cutting or not cutting someone, or prescribing 
drugs or not prescribing them, but in doing these things in a certain way. 

The just things exist among those who share in the unqualifiedly good 
things and who have an excess or a deficiency of them. For some, there is 
no excess of these goods, for example, the gods, perhaps; for others—for 
the incurably bad—there is no beneficial portion of them but all of them 
do harm; and for still others, there is a beneficial portion up to a certain 
amount. On account of this, [justice] is something human.” 


CHAPTER TEN 


What concerns equity and the equitable— how equity stands in rela- 
tion to justice and the equitable in relation to the just—is the next thing 
to speak of. For they appear, to those who examine them, to be neither 
simply the same thing nor each in a different genus. And sometimes we 
praise what is equitable and this sort of man, such that when we bestow 
praise also on other things, we use the term equitable in place of good, thus 
making it clear that what is more equitable is better. But sometimes it ap- 
pears strange, to those who follow up the argument, if the equitable is 
something praiseworthy, despite its being other than the just. For, if they 
are different, either the just is not a serious thing or the equitable is itself 
not just;~ or, if both are serious, they are the same thing. 


42 - The reading of the MSS. An ancient translation, however, suggests an original text 
that would read, “Hence this [i.e., the good ] is something human.” Burnet, among oth- 
ers, prefers this emended version, since the text as it stands has no expressed, or even 
clearly implied, subject. 

43 - Epieikeia, which we elsewhere translate as “decency.” 

44 - The reading of one MS: “either the equitable is not a serious thing or it is not just, 
if they are different.” 
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The perplexity concerning what is equitable, then, arises for pretty 
much these reasons. But all such considerations are in a certain way cor- 
rect and do not stand in any opposition to one another. For the equi- 
table, though it is better than the just in a certain sense, is just, and it is 
not because it belongs to a different class of thing that it is better than 
the just. Therefore, the just and the equitable are the same thing, and al- 
though both are serious, the equitable is superior. This is what produces 
the perplexity, because although the equitable is just, it is not what is just 
according to law. The equitable is instead a correction of the legally just. 
The cause of this is that all law is general, but concerning some matters it 
is not possible to speak correctly in a general way. In those cases, then, in 
which it is necessary to speak generally, but it is not possible to do so cor- 
rectly, the law takes what is for the most part the case, but without being 
ignorant of the error involved in so doing. And the law is no less correct 
for all that: the error resides not in the law or in the lawgiver but in the 
nature of the matter at hand. For such is simply the stuff of which actions 
are made. Whenever the law speaks generally, then, but what happens in 
a given case constitutes an exception to the general rule, then it is correct, 
where the lawgiver omits something and erred by speaking unqualifiedly, 
to rectify that omission with what the lawgiver himself would have said 
if he had been present and, if he had known of this case, what he would 
have legislated. 

Hence equity is just and better than what is just in a certain sense— 
not what is just unqualifiedly but the error that arises through its being 
stated unqualifiedly. This is in fact the nature of the equitable: a correc- 
tion of law in the respect in which it is deficient because of its being gen- 
eral. For this is the cause also of the fact that all things are not in accord 
with law: it is impossible to set down a law in some matters, so that one 
must have recourse to a specific decree instead. For the rule [or measure] 
of something indeterminate is indeterminate too, just as is the case with 
the lead rule used in house building in Lesbos:** the lead rule changes in 
relation to the shape of the stone and does not stay the same; and so too 
the specific decree changes in relation to the matters at hand. 


45 - Some scholars have suggested that Aristotle here refers to a flexible piece of lead 
that was used in fitting polygonal stones together in “Cyclopean building,” such as at 
Tiryns (see Burnet). But Stewart suggests, and Burnet concurs, that Aristotle has in 
mind a certain molding, typical of Lesbos, which was “undulating, not a simple hollow 
like the Dorian” (Burnet), and was shaped to the surface of one rock and then used to 
determine stones that would best match it. 
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What the equitable is, then—that it is both just and better than the 
just in a certain sense— is clear. It is manifest from this also who the eq- 
uitable person is: he who is disposed to choose and to do these sorts of 
things and is not exacting to a fault about justice, but is instead disposed 
to take less for himself even though he has the law on his side, is equitable. 
And this characteristic is equity, it being a certain sort of justice and not 
some other characteristic. 


CHAPTER ELEVEN 


Whether it is possible to do injustice to oneself or not is manifest from 
what has been said. For some just things have been arranged by the law 
in reference to the whole of virtue—for example, the law does not com- 
mand one to kill oneself, and what the law does not command, it forbids. 
Further, when, contrary to law, a person harms another voluntarily, and 
not because he is retaliating, he thereby does injustice; and he does so vol- 
untarily when he knows both whom he harms and with what. A person 
who, on account of his anger, kills himself voluntarily does this contrary 
to correct reason,” which the law does not permit. Therefore, he does 
injustice. But to whom? Is it to the city but not to himself? For he suf- 
fers voluntarily, and no one suffers injustice voluntarily. Hence the city 
imposes a penalty, and a certain dishonor attaches to him who destroys 
himself, on the grounds that he does the city an injustice. 

Further, in the case where someone who does injustice is only unjust 
but not wholly base, it is not possible to do injustice to oneself. (This lat- 
ter case is different from the former one: there is a sense in which the un- 
just person, like the coward, is wicked in such a way that he is not wholly 
wicked. So he too is not unjust in the sense of being wholly wicked.) For 
[if it were possible to be unjust to oneself,] the same thing would have 
been simultaneously taken away from and added to the same person. But 
this is impossible. Rather, it is always necessary for the just and the unjust 
to involve more than one person. Further, the unjust is voluntary, stems 
from choice, and is prior in time [to the harm one undergoes}. For the 
person who, because he suffered some harm, also reciprocates the same 
thing is not held to do injustice; but if the same person does these things 
to himself, he simultaneously both suffers and does them. Further, [if 
someone could do himself an injustice,| it would be possible for him to 


46 - Some MSS have nomos (law) rather than logos (reason). 
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have suffered injustice voluntarily. And, in addition to these consider- 
ations, no one does injustice without committing particular acts of injus- 
tice—no one commits adultery with his own wife, breaks into his own 
house, or steals his own things. On the whole, the perplexing question of 
one’s being able to do injustice to oneself is resolved also by the distinc- 
tion made concerning whether a person suffers injustice voluntarily. 

It is manifest too that both—both suffering injustice and doing injus- 
tice—are base [or bad]. For suffering injustice is to have less and doing 
injustice to have more than the middle term, just as is also the case with 
health in medicine and good condition in gymnastic training. But, nev- 
ertheless, doing injustice is worse. For doing injustice is accompanied by 
vice and is blameworthy, and this vice is either complete and unqualified 
or nearly so (for not every unjust act done voluntarily is accompanied by 
injustice). Yet suffering injustice is without vice and injustice. In itself, 
then, suffering injustice is less base {or bad], though nothing prevents it 
from producing incidentally the greater harm. But this is of no concern 
to the art involved; rather, medicine calls pleurisy a greater malady than 
stumbling, although sometimes the latter might be worse incidentally if 
it should turn out that he who stumbles is seized by enemies or killed be- 
cause he fell. 

Metaphorically and in reference to a certain similarity, there is some- 
thing just that pertains, not to a person in relation to himself, but to cer- 
tain parts of himself; this is not the just in every sense of the term but 
rather that peculiar to the slave master or household manager. In these 
sorts of arguments,’ the part of the soul possessing reason is set apart 
from the nonrational; hence to those who look to these considerations, 
there does in fact seem to be injustice in relation to oneself, because in 
these parts of the soul, it is possible to suffer something contrary to their 
respective longings. Just as for ruler and ruled, then, there seems to be 
something just in relation to each other, so also in the case of these parts 
of the soul. 

Concerning justice and the other moral virtues, then, let the distinc- 
tions be made in this manner. 


47 - See, e.g., Plato’s Republic 435a and following. 


Book 6 


CHAPTER ONE 


Now, since we happen to have said previously that one ought to choose 
the middle term—not the excess and not the deficiency —and that the 
middle term is what correct reason states it to be, let us define this. For 
in all the characteristics mentioned (just as in the others as well), there is 
a certain target that he who possesses reason’ looks to and so tightens or 
loosens;” and there is a certain defining boundary’ of the middle,* which 
middle, we assert, is between the excess and the deficiency, since it is in 
accord with correct reason. 

But speaking in this way is, though truthful, not at all clear. For in all 
the other concerns too about which a science exists, it is true to say that 
one ought not to strain or slacken either too much or too little, but as ac- 
cords with the mean and as correct reason states. Yet if somebody should 
possess this alone, he would be no further ahead in his knowledge—for 
example, he would not know what sorts of things ought to be applied to 
the body if somebody should say, “so many things as the art of medicine 
commands and as he who possesses that art commands.” Hence in the 
case of the characteristics of the soul too, not only ought this to be stated 
truly, but what correct reason is must also be defined, that is, what its de- 
fining boundary is. 


1+ Literally “che reason,” which may refer to “correct reason.” 

2 - As Burnet notes, “Here the metaphor changes from ‘hitting the mark’ to ‘tuning 
a lyre.” 

3 - This phrase translates a single word, horos, whose first meaning is simply a stone or 
other marker indicating a boundary line. 

4+ Pluralin the Greek. 
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When defining the virtues of the soul, we asserted that some are virtues 
of character,’ others of thinking. Now, as for the moral virtues, we have 
gone through them; but as for those that remain, let us speak first about 
soul, and do so as follows. 

It was stated previously, then, that there are two parts of the soul, the 
one possessing reason as well as the nonrational part. But now we must 
divide the part possessing reason in the same manner. Let it be posited 
that the parts possessing reason are two: one part is that by which we con- 
template all those sorts of beings whose principles do not admit of being 
otherwise, one part that by which we contemplate all those things that do 
admit of being otherwise. For when it comes to beings that differ in kind 
from one another, the part of the soul that naturally relates to each is also 
different in kind, if in fact it is by dint ofa certain similarity and kinship 
that knowledge is available [to the rational parts of the soul]. And let it 
be said that one of these is “the scientific” the other “the calculative.”® 
For deliberating and calculating are the same thing, and nobody deliber- 
ates about things that do not admit of being otherwise. The calculative, 
as a result, is one part of that which possesses reason. So it is necessary 
to grasp what the best characteristic of each of these two parts is, for this 
is the virtue of each, and virtue is relative to the work belonging to each 


thing. 


CHAPTER TWO 


There are three things in the soul that are authoritative over action and 
truth: sense perception, intellect, and longing. But of these, sense percep- 
tion is not the origin’ of any action, and this is clear from the fact that 
beasts have sense perception but do not share in action.” 

What affirmation and denial are in the case of thinking, pursuit and 
avoidance are in the case of longing for something, Asa result, since moral 
virtue is a characteristic marked by choice, and choice is longing marked 
by deliberation, then on account of these considerations, the reasoning 
involved must be true and the longing correct, ifin fact the choice is a se- 
rious one, and what the reasoning asserts must be the same as what the 
longing pursues. This, then, is the thinking and the truth concerned with 


- That is, moral virtue, as the next sentence makes clear. See also 2.1, beginning. 
- “The scientific” here is to epistémonikon, “the calculative” to logistikon. 
- Or, “beginning,” “originating source,’ “principle” (arché). 


on OO Ww 


- In praxis, i.e., in morally relevant action that is the basis of justified praise or blame. 


BOOK 6, CHAPTER 2 [117 


action.” But in contemplative thinking, on the other hand, and not that 
characterized by action or making, thinking well or badly consists in the 
true and the false respectively (for this is the work of the thinking part as 
a whole), whereas practical thinking is well done when truth is in agree- 
ment with the correct longing. 

Of action, then, choice is the origin—that from which the motion 
arises but not that for the sake of which one moves; and of choice, the ori- 
gin is one’s longing and the reasoning that indicates what it is for the sake 
of which one acts. Hence there cannot be choice either in the absence of 
intellect and thinking or in the absence of a moral characteristic, for there 
cannot be acting well or its contrary in action in the absence of thinking 
and character. Now, thinking itself moves nothing, but thinking that is 
for the sake of something and concerned with action does, for it serves as 
the starting point’” also of an art concerned with making something: it 
is for the sake of something that every maker makes what he does, and the 
thing made is not an end simply (rather, it is an end only relative to some- 
thing and of a given person), but the action performed is an end simply. 
For acting well” is an end, and one’s longing is for this end. Hence choice 
is either intellect marked by a certain longing or longing marked by think- 
ing [dianoétiké], and a starting point of this sort is a human being. 

But nothing that has already come into being is an object of choice. 
For example, nobody now chooses to have sacked Troy in the past, and 
nobody deliberates, either, about what has already come into being but 
rather about what will be and admits of happening; what has already 
come into being does not admit of not having come into being. Hence 
Agathon” has it correctly: 


For of this alone even a god is deprived: 
To make undone’* whatever things have been done. 


9 - Or, “practical thinking and the practical truth.” 

10 - Or, “origin,” or even, perhaps, “rules over”: the verb here (archein) is related to the 
noun arché and shares in its ambiguity. 

11 - Or, “faring well”: the abstract noun here used (eupraxia) is related to the word 
translated as “action” throughout (praxis), but the phrase “to act well” can also mean 
in idiomatic Greek to “fare well”; consider, e.g., the last line of Plato’s Republic. It is of 
course a great question in the Ethics whether or in what sense acting well is to fare well. 
12 - Acelebrated tragic poet (died ca. 401) who appears as a character in Plato’s Sym- 
posium. Only fragments of his work survive. 

13 - Literally, to make “ungenerated” (agenéta), the same word Aristotle uses just be- 
low at 1139b24. 
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So of both of the intellectual parts [of the soul], the work [or task] is 
truth. The characteristics, then, by which each part will to the greatest de- 
gree attain the truth are the virtues of the two parts respectively. 


CHAPTER THREE 


Beginning, then, from a point further back,” let us speak about them 
again. So let those things by which the soul attains the truth, by way of af- 
firmation and denial, be five in number. These are art, science, prudence, 
wisdom, and intellect (for through conviction’’ and opinion, one can be 
mistaken’), 

Now, what science is—if one ought to speak precisely and not attend 
to things merely resembling it— is manifest from this: we all suppose that 
what we know scientifically’’ does not admit of being otherwise. As for 
the things that do admit of being otherwise, whenever they come into be- 
ing without being observed,” it escapes one’s notice whether they exist or 
do not exist. Therefore, what is knowable scientifically exists of necessity. 
Therefore it is eternal, for the things that exist of necessity in an unquali- 
fied sense are all eternal, and eternal things are not subject to generation 
and do not perish. 

Further, every science seems to be teachable, and what is knowable sci- 
entifically can be learned; and all teaching proceeds from things previ- 
ously recognized — just as we say in the Analytics as well’”—some teaching 
occurring through induction,” some by means of syllogism. Induction is 
in fact the starting point [or principle] of the universal, whereas syllogism 
proceeds from the universals. There are, therefore, principles from which 


14 - Literally, “higher up” (anéthen); see also n. 56 below. 

15 - Or, “supposition” (hypolépsis); the related verb (hypolambanomai) is translated as 
“suppose,” as in the next sentence. 

16 - Or, perhaps, “deceived” (diapseudesthai). 

17 - Epistasthai, related to epistémé, “science.” In book 6, the term signifies the posses- 
sion of “scientific” knowledge, as opposed to knowledge acquired in some other way. 
To indicate the instances it appears, we use the expression “to know scientifically” or 
“to have scientific knowledge.” 

18 - Or, “contemplated” (thedrein). 

19 - Consider the beginning of the Posterior Analytics. 

20 - The word (epagogé) means literally a bringing or leading of someone to something, 
or introducing him to it: “induction” occurs when one is brought to see a given univer- 
sal from prior familiarity with the relevant particulars (consider, e.g., Posterior Analyt- 
ics 7187-9; Topics 103b3 and context, 105a10-19). 
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a syllogism proceeds, but of which there is no syllogism; these are due in- 
stead, therefore, to induction. Science, therefore, is a characteristic bound 
up with demonstration, and so many other things as we add to its defini- 
tion in the Analytics.” For whenever someone trusts in” something in a 
certain way, and the principles are known to him, he has scientific knowl- 
edge; for if [he does not know those principles] to a greater degree than 
the conclusion, he will be in possession of the science [only] accidentally. 
As for what concerns science, then, let it be defined in this manner. 


CHAPTER FOUR 


Both a thing made and an action performed belong to what admits of 
being otherwise, but making” and action are different (and concerning 
them, we trust in even the exoteric arguments). Asa result, the character- 
istic bound up with action that is accompanied by reason is different from 
the characteristic bound up with making that is accompanied by reason. 
Hence the one is not contained in the other, for action is not making and 
making is not action. Since house building is a certain art and is in that re- 
spect a certain characteristic bound up with making that is accompanied 
by reason, and since there is no art whatever that is not a characteristic 
bound up with making and accompanied by reason (nor is there any such 
thing that is not an art), an art and a characteristic bound up with making 
that is accompanied by true reason would be the same thing. And every 
art is concerned with the process of coming-into-being, that is, with art- 
fully contriving and contemplating” how something that admits of either 
existing or not existing may come into being, the origin of which lies in 
the person making but not in the thing made. For of the things that exist 
or come into being of necessity, there is no art, nor is there of those that 
do so according to nature, for these have their origin within themselves. 


21 - Consider Posterior Analytics 71b9-72b4, 73a21-7443. 

22 - The verb (pisteuein) means in the first place simply to trust or have faith in some- 
thing and then, following from this, the sense of confidence or certainty one may feel as 
a result of such trust or faith. Aristotle himself uses the verb in the first sentence of 6.4. 
23 - Or, “production” ( poiésis), as many translators render it; it is also the term for “po- 
etry” and “poem.” Here, as in 6.2, poiésis, the making or production that is art, is dis- 
tinguished from praxis, “action.” 

24 + Some editors alter the text in such a way as to make of “artfully contriving” (to tech- 
nadzein) a new subject: “and artful contrivance is contemplating how...” But Bywater, 
followed by Burnet, defends the reading of the MSS. 
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Now, since making and action are different, an art is necessarily con- 
cerned with making but not with action. And in a certain manner, chance 
and art are concerned with the same things, just as Agathon too asserts: 
“art is fond of chance and chance of art.””’ An art, then, as was stated, is a 
certain characteristic bound up with making that is accompanied by true 
reason; and artlessness or [lack of skill], to the contrary, is a characteris- 
tic bound up with making, accompanied by false reason, and concerned 
with what admits of being otherwise. 


CHAPTER FIVE 


As for what concerns prudence, we might grasp it by contemplating 
whom we say to be prudent. It seems to belong to a prudent person to be 
able to deliberate nobly about things good and advantageous for himself, 
not ina partial way—for example, the sorts of things conducive to health 
or to strength —but about the sorts of things conducive to living well in 
general. A sign of this is that we say that people are in fact prudent about 
something whenever they calculate well with a view to some serious end 
in matters of which there is no art. Asa result, the person skilled in delib- 
erating would in general also be prudent. 

But nobody deliberates about things that cannot be otherwise, or 
about things that he himself cannot act on. Asa result, if in fact science is 
accompanied by demonstration, but no demonstration is possible when 
it comes to things whose origins [or principles] admit of being other- 
wise (for all such things admit of being otherwise as well), and if it is 
not possible to deliberate about the things that exist of necessity, then 
prudence would not be a science or an art: not a science, because the 
thing bound up with the relevant action admits of being otherwise; not 
an art, because the genus of action is different from that of making, It re- 
mains, therefore, that prudence is a true characteristic that is bound up 
with action, accompanied by reason, and concerned with things good 
and bad for a human being. For of making, the end is something other 
than the making itself, whereas of action, there would not be any other 
end: acting well itself is an end. On account of this, we suppose Peri- 
cles”® and those of that sort to be prudent —because they are able to ob- 


25 - The line contains an alliterative jingle: “techné tuchén ... tuché technén.” 

26 « Pericles (ca. 495-429) was Athens’s leading democratic statesman at the peak of 
his city’s powers. He is perhaps best remembered today for his powerful praise of demo- 
cratic Athens in the funeral speech reported by Thucydides (2.34-46). 


BOOK 6, CHAPTER 5 [121 


serve’’ the good things for themselves and those for human beings. We 
hold that skilled household managers and politicians are of this sort too. 
This is why in fact we call “moderation” by its name, on the grounds 
that it “preserves prudence,” and it does preserve the sort of conviction 
indicated. 

For it is not every conviction that the pleasant and painful ruin” 
and distort—for example, that the triangle has or does not have [angles 
whose sum is equal to] two right angles—but rather those convictions 
concerning action. For the principles of actions are that [end] for the sake 
of which the actions are undertaken, but to someone who has been ru- 
ined on account of pleasure or pain, the principle immediately fails to ap- 
pear—it is not manifest to him that he ought to choose all things and to 
act for the sake of this and on account ofit. For vice is ruinous of the prin- 
ciple. Asa result, prudence is necessarily a characteristic accompanied by 
reason, in possession of the truth, and bound up with action pertaining 
to the human goods.”” 

And although there is a virtue of an art, there is not of prudence; in 
the case of an art, it is more choiceworthy for one to err voluntarily, less 
choiceworthy in the case of prudence (as also in the virtues). It is clear, 
then, that prudence is a certain virtue and not an art. And since there are 
two parts of the soul having reason, prudence would be the virtue of one 
of them, namely, the part involved in the formation of opinions. For both 
opinion and prudence are concerned with what admits of being other- 
wise. Yet prudence is also not solely a characteristic accompanied by rea- 
son, a sign of which is that it is possible to forget such a characteristic, but 
not to forget prudence.” 


27 - Or, “contemplate” (theorein). 

28 - Aristotle’s etymology is untranslatable: he indicates that “moderation” (séphrosuné) 
contains within it the suggestion that it “preserves” (sédzousan) “prudence” ( phronésin). 
Consider also Plato, Cratylus 411e. 

29 - Or, “corrupt,” “destroy” (diaphtheirein). 

30 - The MSS differ here, and another translation is possible: “prudence is necessar- 
ily a characteristic accompanied by true reason and bound up with action pertaining 
to the human goods.” 

31 - Consider here St. Thomas Aquinas: prudence “is not connected with reason alone, 
as art or science, but it requires rectitude of the appetitive faculty. A sign of this is that 
a habit in the reason alone can be forgotten (for example, art and science), unless the 
habit is a natural one like understanding. Prudence, however, is not forgotten by dis- 
use, but it is destroyed by the cessation of right desire which, while remaining, is con- 
tinually engaged with the things belonging to prudence, so that oblivion cannot come 
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CHAPTER SIX 


Now, since science is a conviction concerning universals and the things 
that exist of necessity, and since there are principles of demonstrable 
things and of every science (for science is accompanied by reason), then 
regarding the principle of what is known scientifically, there would be 
neither a science nor an art nor prudence. For what is known scientifi- 
cally is demonstrable, and art and prudence happen to be concerned with 
things that admit of being otherwise. Nor, indeed, is there wisdom with 
regard to these principles, for it belongs to the wise person to have a dem- 
onstration about some things. 

So if the ways by which we attain the truth and are never mistaken 
about things that do not (or even do) admit of being otherwise are sci- 
ence, prudence, wisdom, and intellect, and it cannot be any one of these 
three—I mean by “three” prudence, science, and wisdom— it remains 
that it is intellect that pertains to the principles. 


CHAPTER SEVEN 


Wisdom in the arts too we ascribe to those who are most precise in the 
arts—for example, Pheidias was a wise sculptor in marble and Polyclei- 
tus a wise sculptor in bronze” —signifying by “wisdom” here nothing 
other than a virtue belonging to an art. But we suppose that there are 
some wise people who are wise generally and not partially, or in some 
other respect, just as Homer asserts in the Margites: 


But him gods made neither digger nor ploughman, 


Nor wise in some other respect.” 


It is clear, as a result, that the most precise of the sciences would be wis- 
dom. The wise person, therefore, ought not only to know what proceeds 


3. 6 


along unawares” (Commentary on Aristotle’s “Nicomachean Ethics,” lec. 1174 = Aquinas 
1964, p. 372). 

32 - Pheidias of Athens (born ca. 490) is best known for the statue of Athena made for 
the Parthenon, and for the depiction of a seated Zeus fabricated for the temple of Zeus 
at Olympia. Polycleitus of Argos was a leading sculptor of the second half of the fifth 
century. His most famous work was the chryselephantine statue of Hera made for the 
Heraeum at Argos. 

33 - The Margites, a comic poem no longer extant, is mentioned also in the Poetics, 
14.48b28 and following. 
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from the principles but also to attain the truth about the principles. Wis- 
dom, as a result, would be intellect and science, a science of the most hon- 
orable matters that has, as it were, its capstone.” 

For it is strange if someone supposes the political art or prudence to be 
most serious, if a human being is not the best of things in the cosmos. If 
indeed what is healthful and good is different for human beings and for 
fish, but what is white or straight is always the same, all would say that 
what is wise is the same thing but that what is prudent differs: they would 
assert that that which observes” the good condition for each sort of thing 
is prudent, and they would entrust such concerns to this.*’ Hence they as- 
sert that certain beasts too are prudent, namely, all those that manifestly 
have the capacity for forethought concerning their own life. It is manifest 
too that wisdom and the political art would not be the same: if people 
say that the art concerned with things advantageous to themselves is wis- 
dom, there will be many wisdoms; for there is not one wisdom concerned 
with the good of all the animals but a different one for each, unless there 
is in fact a single medical art concerned with all the beings. And whether 
a human being is the best in comparison with the other animals makes no 
difference, for there are other things whose nature is much more divine 
than that ofa human being—to take only the most manifest example, the 
things of which the cosmos is composed. 

So on the basis of what has been said, it is clear that wisdom is a sci- 
ence and intellectual grasp [zous] of the things most honorable by na- 
ture. Hence people deny that Anaxagoras, Thales, and the wise of that 
sort are prudent when they see them being ignorant of the things advan- 
tageous to themselves, and they assert that such men know things that 
are extraordinary,” wondrous, difficult, and daimonic**—yet useless too, 


34 - Literally, its “head.” The meaning is that the science is complete. 

35 - Or, “contemplates.” 

36: There is some disagreement here in the reading of the MSS. We follow in the 
main Burnet’s suggestions, which are generally supported by Gauthier and Jolif. An- 
other possible translation is “they would assert that that which observes well the var- 
ious particulars concerning itself is prudent, and they would entrust such things to 
this.” 

37 + The word (peritta) can also mean “superfluous,” “excessive,” “extravagant.” See 
n. 40 below and the last of the lines of Euripides there quoted. 

38 - That is, characteristic of adaimon, a divine power or agency that, in Plato’s presen- 
tation, occupies the realm between human beings and gods; the term can also be used 


» « 
. 


colloquially to mean “most surprising” or “wondrous”: “you daimonic fellow!” (see, 


e.g., Plato, Symposium 223aI). 
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because they do not investigate” the human goods. But prudence is con- 
cerned with the human things and with those about which it is possible 
to deliberate. For we assert this to be the work of the prudent person es- 
pecially —deliberating well—and nobody deliberates about things that 
cannot be otherwise, or about so many things as are without some end, 
an end, moreover, that is a good attainable through action. He who is a 
good deliberator simply is skilled in aiming, in accord with calculation, 
at what is best for a human being in things attainable through action. 
And prudence is not concerned with the universals alone but must also 
be acquainted with the particulars: it is bound up with action, and ac- 
tion concerns the particulars. Hence even some who are without knowl- 
edge—those who have experience, among others—are more skilled in 
acting than are others who do have knowledge. For if someone should 
know that light meats are easily digestible and healthful, but is ignorant of 
what sorts are light, he will not produce health; rather, he who does know 
that poultry is light and healthful will to a greater degree produce health. 

Prudence is bound up with action. As a result, one ought to have 
[knowledge of] both [universals and particulars], but more so of the lat- 
ter. But here too there would be a certain architectonic [art or knowledge]. 


CHAPTER EIGHT 


And in fact the political art [or expertise] and prudence are the same 
characteristic [or state], though their being is not the same. Of the pru- 
dence that is concerned with a city, one part is an architectonic prudence, 
namely, the legislative art; the other, concerned with particulars, bears 
the name that is common to them, “the political art” and is bound up 
with action and deliberation. For a specific decree is a matter of action, 
as it is the last [or ultimate] thing [in the process of deliberation]. Thus 
people say that only those [who issue decrees] are engaged in political life, 
for they alone act, just as craftsmen do. 

In addition, the prudence that pertains to oneself—that is, the in- 
dividual —is held to be prudence especially, and it is this that bears the 
common name “prudence.” Of the other kinds of prudence, one part is 
household management, another legislation, another the political art; 
and of this last, one part is deliberative, the other judicial. Now, one form 
of knowledge would be knowing about what concerns oneself, but this 


39 - Or, “seek out.” 
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differs very much [from political prudence]. In fact, he who knows about 
and spends his time on things that concern himself is held to be prudent, 
whereas the politicians are held to be busybodies. Thus Euripides: 


And how could I be prudent, who might have been free of busyness, 
Numbered among the many of the army, 
Enjoying an equal share... ? 


For those who are extraordinary and a little too active..." 


For people seek out their own good, and they suppose that this is what 
they ought to do. From this opinion, then, has arisen the view that these 
people are prudent. Yet perhaps one cannot do well for oneself in the ab- 
sence of household management or a regime. Further, how one ought to 
manage one’s own affairs is unclear and must be examined. 

One sign of what has been said is the fact that the young become skilled 
in geometry and mathematics, and are wise in such things, but a young 
person does not seem to be prudent. The cause is that prudence is also of 
particulars, which come to be known as a result of experience, but a young 
person is inexperienced: a long period of time creates experience. And then 
someone might examine this as well: on account of what indeed might a 
boy become skilled in mathematics, but not wise or well versed in nature? 
Or is it because the former subjects exist through abstraction, whereas the 
principles of the latter come from experience? And do the young not have 
any settled convictions” about these latter but [merely] speak of them, 
whereas, with mathematics and geometry, what they are is not unclear? 

Further, error in deliberation concerns either the universal or the par- 
ticular, for one can err in deliberating either about the fact that all heavy 
water is bad, or about the fact that this water here is heavy.” 


40 - The lines quoted are taken from the prologue to Euripides’s lost Philoctetes and 
are said to have been uttered by Odysseus. The complete third line quoted in the text 
is “Enjoying an equal share with the wisest?” The context of the last line is as follows: 


For nothing is by nature so haughty as a man, 
For we honor those who are extraordinary and a little too active, 
And hold them to be men in the city. 


41 » Not the usual word translated here as “conviction” (hypolépsis) but the verb that 
can mean “trust” or “have faith in” (pisteuein); see also n. 22 above. 

42 - Burnet here cites Athenaeus’s quotation of Theophrastus: “And the heavier [wa- 
ters] are worse... for they are harder to digest... because they contain much soil” (Ath- 
enaeus 42Cc). 
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And that prudence is not science is manifest: prudence concerns the 
ultimate particular thing, as was said, for the action performed is of this 
kind. Indeed, prudence corresponds to intellect, for intellect is concerned 
with the defining boundaries,” of which there is no rational account; and 
prudence is concerned with the ultimate particular thing, of which there 
is not a science but rather a perception, and a perception not of things pe- 
culiar to one of the senses, but a perception of the sort by which we per- 
ceive that the ultimate particular thing, in mathematics, is a triangle.™ 
For here too there will be a stop. But this is perception rather more than 
prudence, though perception of a form different from that [of one of the 
senses]. 


CHAPTER NINE 


Investigating and deliberating differ, for deliberating is a sort of investigat- 
ing. But one ought to grasp what good deliberation is as well, whether it is 
some science, opinion, good guesswork, or is some other kind” of thing. 

Now, it is certainly not science, for people do not investigate the things 


43 - That is, of the horoi, an ambiguous term meaning most simply a defining marker 
or definition of a thing, but also by extension a term of a logical proposition; consider 
n. 3 above and nn. 48 and 53 below. 

44 - As Gauthier and Jolif note, this sentence has occasioned two principal interpreta- 
tions. According to the first, put forth by St. Albertus Magnus and followed in the main 
by Burnet among others, the triangle is an ultimate (to eschaton) in the sense that it is 
the last thing in one’s analysis (consider here 1112b20-24). So Burnet: “The case sup- 
posed is that of the geometer who breaks up his figure till he comes to something — say 
a triangle—which enables him to start the construction or proof at which he aims. It 
is in this way, for example, that the properties of parallelograms are discovered.” The 
second interpretation, stated by St. Thomas Aquinas and adopted by Gauthier and Jo- 
lif among others, is to the effect that Aristotle is here illustrating the thought that we 
simply perceive a given particular thing (to eschaton) as what it is and must rely on that 
perception in whatever we may go on to Say about it, be it a triangle or any other geo- 
metric figure. Thus St. Thomas Aquinas: “prudence is concerned with an ultimate, i.e., 
a singular practicable that must be taken asa principle in things to be done. Yet there is 
no scientific knowledge of the singular ultimate, for it is not proved by reason; there is, 
though, sensitive knowledge [i.e., perception] of it because this ultimate is perceived by 
one of the senses. However, it is... apprehended ... by the inner sense which perceives 
things sensibly conceivable. Similarly, in mathematics we know the exterior triangle, or 
the triangle conceived as singular, because there we also conform to a sensibly conceiv- 
able singular” (Commentary, lec. 1214 = Aquinas 1964, pp. 384-85). 

45 - Literally, “genus.” 
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they know, but good deliberation is a kind of deliberation, and he who 
deliberates, investigates and calculates. But neither is it good guesswork. 
For good guesswork is both unaccompanied by reasoned argument and 
something swift, whereas people deliberate for a long time and assert 
that while they ought to do swiftly what has been deliberated about, they 
ought to deliberate slowly. 

Further, shrewdness is something other than good deliberation, 
though shrewdness is a sort of good guessing. And neither is good delib- 
eration any opinion. But since someone who deliberates badly errs and 
he who deliberates well does so correctly, it is clear that good deliberation 
is a sort of correctness— but not correctness of either science or opinion. 
For of science, there is no correctness (nor is there error), and correctness 
of opinion is truth; at the same time too, everything of which there is an 
opinion is already determined. Yet surely good deliberation is accompa- 
nied by reasoned argument, and so it remains that good deliberation is 
correctness of thinking, for thinking is not yet an assertion: opinion is 
not an investigation into something but is already a specific assertion, 
whereas he who deliberates—whether he deliberates well or even delib- 
erates badly — is investigating something and calculating. 

Good deliberation is, rather, a certain correctness of deliberation. 
Hence one must investigate first what deliberation is and what it is con- 
cerned with. Now, since correctness has various senses, it is clear that cor- 
rectness of deliberation is not every kind of correctness; for the person 
lacking self-restraint or the base person will hit on,” as a result of calcula- 
tion, whatever he sets before himself as obligatory,” with the result that 
he will have deliberated correctly but nonetheless have gotten hold of 
something very bad. But to have deliberated well seems to be something 
good, for such correctness of deliberation is good deliberation, which is 
apt to hit on what is good. But it is possible to hit on this also as the result 
of a false syllogism and to hit on what one ought to do but through the 
means one ought not to use, the middle term™ being false. Asa result, not 


46 + Or, “attain” (tuchein), here and throughout. 

47 - The word translated as “obligatory” (dein), derived from the medieval translation 
of Robert Grossteste, and with apparently some manuscript authority, is a slight de- 
parture from the difficult (Burnet: “meaningless”) reading of the majority of the MSS 
(idein); the reading adopted in the text is defended by Burnet as well as by Gauthier 
and Jolif. 

48 - Not the term elsewhere translated as “middle term” or “middle” (to meson) but 
rather ho mesos horos, here used in its technical (logical) sense; consider Prior Analyt- 
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even that deliberation, through which one hits on what one ought but 
not by the proper means, would yet be good deliberation. 

Further, it is possible for someone to hit on what he ought by deliber- 
ating for along time, while another does so quickly. Lengthy deliberation, 
then, is not yet good deliberation either; rather, it is the correctness that 
accords with what is beneficial and aims at what one ought, in the right 
manner, and at the right time. 

Further, it is possible to have deliberated well both simply and with a 
view to a certain end: good deliberation simply is that which guides us 
correctly toward the end simply, but a specific sort of deliberation is what 
guides us correctly toward some particular end. So if having deliberated 
well belongs to those who are prudent, good deliberation would be a cor- 
rectness that accords with what is advantageous in relation to the end, 
about which end prudence is a true conviction. 


CHAPTER TEN 


There is also comprehension and good comprehension, in reference to 
which we speak of those who comprehend or comprehend well. Compre- 
hension is in general neither the same thing as science, nor the same thing 
as opinion (in which case everyone would have comprehension); nor is it 
any one of the particular sciences — for example, medicine, which is con- 
cerned with matters of health, and geometry, with magnitudes. Compre- 
hension is concerned neither with beings that are eternal and unmoved 
nor with just any or every one of the things that come into being, but 
rather with the things about which someone might be perplexed and de- 
liberate. Hence it is concerned with the same things as prudence. Com- 
prehension and prudence are not the same thing, however, for prudence 
is characterized by the giving of commands: its end is what one ought or 
ought not to do. But comprehension is characterized by decision® alone. 
For comprehension and good comprehension, as well as those who com- 
prehend and those who do so well, are the same thing. And comprehen- 


ics 24b16 and context (on this meaning of horos) as well as 25b33 and following (on the 
“middle term” of a syllogism). 

49 - Or, “judgment.” The phrase “characterized by decision” attempts to render a single 
Greek word (kritiké), whose root is the verb meaning to distinguish, judge, decide, or 
determine (krinein); related to both is the English crisis, i.e., the moment when the cru- 


cial decision or determination will be made. 
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sion is neither the possession of prudence nor the gaining of it. Rather, 
just as “learning” is said to be comprehending, whenever it makes use of 
science,” so comprehension is said to consist in making use of opinion 
to render a decision about what someone else says, regarding the matters 
that prudence is concerned with—and rendering such a decision nobly. 
For doing something well is the same as doing it nobly. And from this, the 
name “comprehension”—in reference to which we speak of those who 
are of good comprehension—has arisen, namely, from the comprehen- 
sion involved in learning.” For we often say “learning” when we mean 
“comprehending.” 


CHAPTER ELEVEN 


And what is called “judgment,” in reference to which we assert that people 
are sympathetic judges and have judgment,” is the correct decision as to 
what is equitable. There is a sign of this: we assert that the equitable per- 
son is especially characterized by sympathetic judgment and that having 
sympathy in some matters is an equitable thing. Sympathetic judgment is 
a judgment characterized by a correct decision as to what is equitable, it 
being correct because it grasps what is truly equitable. 

It is only reasonable that all the characteristics tend toward the same 
thing, for in attributing judgment, comprehension, prudence, and in- 
tellect to the same people, we mean that they have judgment and intel- 
lect already and are prudent and comprehending. For all these capacities 
are concerned with things ultimate and particular—and someone’s be- 
ing comprehending and of good or sympathetic judgment consists in his 
being skilled in deciding the matters with which the prudent person is 
concerned. For the equitable things are common to a// good human be- 
ings in their being directed toward another, and a// matters of action fall 


50 - Here Aristotle makes use of an ambiguity in the verb manthanein, which, as he 
himself notes in the Topics (165632), can mean both to learn, i.e., to get hold of science 
or knowledge, or to have learned and so now to understand, i.e., to have “the compre- 
hension that makes use of science [epistémeé].” 

51 - Or, “in having learned something” and so understanding it. Again, Aristotle makes 
use of the ambiguity of the verb to learn (manthanein): see the preceding note. 

52 - The phrase “sympathetic judges” translates a single word (sungnémonas) whose 
root is the word translated as “judgment” ( gndmé); “sympathetic judgment” (sungndme) 
may be translated also as “forgiveness,” as we translate it in 3.1. 
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among things particular and ultimate: the prudent person must recog- 
nize them, and both comprehension and judgment concern actions per- 
formed, which are ultimate things. 

Moreover, intellect is concerned with the ultimate things in both di- 
rections, for [what grasps} both the first defining boundaries”* and the 
ultimate particulars is intellect and not reason. That is, on the one hand, 
intellect pertaining to demonstrations grasps the unchanging first defin- 
ing boundaries; on the other hand, intellect in matters of action grasps 
also the ultimate particular thing that admits of being otherwise, that is, 
the minor premise. For these ultimate particulars are the principles [or 
starting points] of that for the sake of which one acts: the universals arise 
from the particulars. Of these, then, one must have a perception, and this 
perception is intellect. Hence these things are also held to be natural, and 
though nobody is held to be wise by nature, a person is held to have judg- 
ment, comprehension, and intellect by nature. A sign of this is that we 
suppose these accompany the various times of life, and that a given time 
of life is possessed of intellect and judgment, on the grounds that nature 
is the cause of them. Hence intellect is both a beginning and an end, for 
the demonstrations arise from these and concern them.” As a result, one 
ought to pay attention to the undemonstrated assertions and opinions of 
experienced and older people, or of the prudent, no less than to demon- 
strations, for because they have an experienced eye, they see correctly. 

What prudence and wisdom are, then, with what each of them hap- 
pens to be concerned, and that each is the virtue of a different part of the 
soul has been said. 


CHAPTER TWELVE 


But about these matters, someone might be perplexed as to why wisdom 
and prudence are useful. For wisdom, on the one hand, will not contem- 
plate anything as a result of which a human being will be happy (since 
wisdom is not concerned with anything that is coming-into-being ), while 
prudence, on the other hand, does pertain to this. But for the sake of what 
does one need prudence? If in fact it is concerned with the things just, 
noble, and good for a human being, and these are the things it belongs to 


53 - Horoi, the plural of horos. 

54 - As Burnet notes, “These words break the argument here,’ and Bywater, together 
with several modern editors (though not Burnet), suggests placing this sentence imme- 
diately after the sentence above that ends, “and this perception is intellect.” 


BOOK 6, CHAPTER 12 [131 


a good man to do, we are no more skilled in the relevant action by dint of 
knowing them, if in fact the virtues are characteristics, just as in the case 
of things healthful or distinctive of good conditioning—all such things 
as are said to exist, not simply as a result of one’s doing something, but as 
a result of one's possessing the relevant characteristic. For we are not more 
skilled in the actions that correspond to health by possessing the arts of 
medicine and gymnastic training. 

But ifit must be said that one is prudent not for the sake of these things, 
[that is, knowing what is just, noble, and good, | but rather for the sake of 
becoming such, prudence would be of no use to those who already are se- 
rious, or, for that matter, to those who do not have [such seriousness]. 
For it will make no difference whether they themselves have prudence or 
obey others who have it, and that would be enough for us, just as it is also 
in what concerns health: although we wish to be healthy, nonetheless we 
do not learn the art of medicine. 

And, in addition to these considerations, it would seem strange if pru- 
dence, though inferior to wisdom, will exercise greater authority than it, 
for what makes or produces each thing rules over and arranges that thing. 

It is about these matters, then, that it is necessary to speak; for, as 
things stand, only the perplexities about them have been raised. 

First, then, let us say that wisdom and prudence are necessarily choice- 
worthy in themselves, since each of them is a virtue of each part [of the 
soul], even if neither one of them makes or produces anything. Second, 
they do in fact make or produce something, not as the art of medicine 
produces health, but, rather, just as health produces health, so wisdom 
produces happiness. For wisdom, being a part of the whole of virtue, 
makes one happy by being possessed and by being active. Further, the rel- 
evant work is completed in accord with prudence and moral virtue. For 
virtue makes the target correct, prudence the things conducive to that 
target. (But of the fourth part of the soul, the nutritive, there is no such 
virtue, since acting or not acting does not at all apply in its case.) 

As for our being, on account of prudence, no more skilled in action 
when it comes to things noble and just, it is necessary to begin from a 
point a little further back,”® taking this as our starting point. For just as 
we say that some people who do just things are not yet just — for example, 


55 + The fifteenth-century scholar John Argyropoulos adopted a reading that would 
translate as “or, further, to those who are not [serious],” which, according to Burnet, 
“gives a clearer sense.” 

56° Literally, “higher up” (andthen): see also n. 14 above. 
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those who do what has been ordered by the laws but do so either invol- 
untarily, through ignorance, or on account of something else and not on 
account of the orders themselves (though they do do what they should, 
namely, all the things that the serious human being ought to do)—so 
also, as it seems, it is possible for someone to perform each thing in turn 
while being in a certain state, with the result that he is good—I mean, 
that is, through choice and for the sake of the actions themselves. As for 
the choice involved, then, virtue makes it correct; but as for doing all that 
is naturally done for the sake of that choice, this belongs not to virtue but 
to another capacity. 

But we must stop here and speak more clearly about these things. There 
is indeed a capacity that people call “cleverness,” and this is of such a 
character as to be capable of doing what is conducive to the target pos- 
ited and so of hitting it. If, then, the target is a noble one, the cleverness 
is praiseworthy; but if base, it is mere cunning. Hence we assert that even 
the prudent are terribly clever and cunning. Prudence is not the capacity 
in question, though it does not exist without this capacity, and this “eye of 
the soul” does not acquire the characteristic [of prudence] in the absence 
of virtue, as was said and is clear. For the syllogisms dealing with matters 
of action have a principle [or starting point], “since the end, that is, what 
is best, is of such-and-such a character; whatever it may be (let it be, for 
the sake of argument, any chance thing), but this end does not appear to 
someone if he is not good. For corruption distorts and causes one to be 
mistaken* about the principles bound up with action. As a result, it is 
manifest that it is impossible for someone who is not good to be prudent. 


CHAPTER THIRTEEN 


So it is necessary to examine virtue once again. For in fact the case of vir- 
tue resembles that of prudence in its relation to cleverness — it is not the 
same thing as cleverness but is similar to it—and so also does natural vir- 
tue stand in relation to virtue in the authoritative sense. For all people 
are of the opinion that each of the several characters [or traits] is in some 
way present by nature: we are just, inclined to be moderate, and are cou- 


57 + This noun (deinotéta) and the adjective associated with it (deinos) are ambigu- 
ous—as Aristotle’s use of the noun here suggests—and can connote that which is ter- 
rible, frightening, and awful, or what is clever or shrewd, including what is a little too 
clever; “terribly clever” will often be used to convey the sense of deinos. 

58 - Or, “to be deceived about.” 
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rageous and the rest, immediately from birth. But nevertheless we are 
seeking something else, namely, the good in the authoritative sense, and 
such things as are present in us in another manner. For in both children 
and beasts, the natural characteristics are present, but they are manifestly 
harmful in the absence of intellect. Yet this much does seem to be seen — 
that just as a strong body moving without eyesight will end up stumbling 
with considerable force because it is without sight, so it is also in this case 
[of having the natural virtues in the absence of intellect]. But if someone 
gains intellect, his actions will alter accordingly; and the characteristic he 
possesses, though similar to what it was, will then be virtue in the author- 
itative sense. Asa result, just as there are two forms of that which is con- 
cerned with the formation of opinion, namely cleverness and prudence, 
so also there are two of that which is concerned with moral character, 
namely natural virtue and virtue in the authoritative sense; and of these, 
virtue in the authoritative sense does not arise in the absence of prudence. 

So it is that some people assert that all the virtues are kinds of pru- 
dence, and Socrates used to investigate it correctly in one respect, but in 
another respect he erred. For he erred when he supposed that all the vir- 
tues are kinds of prudence, but he spoke nobly when he said that they do 
not exist in the absence of prudence. And there is a sign of this. For even 
now when all define virtue, after speaking of the given characteristic and 
the things to which it is related, they set down in addition, “the charac- 
teristic in accord with correct reason,’ and the reason that accords with 
prudence is correct. Indeed, all seem somehow to divine that such a char- 
acteristic is virtue, namely, the one that accords with prudence. 

But one ought to make a small change. For virtue is not only the char- 
acteristic that accords with correct reason, but also the one that is ac- 
companied by correct reason. And prudence is correct reason concern- 
ing such sorts of things. Socrates, then, used to suppose that the virtues 
are reasoned accounts [/ogoi] (for, he supposed, all are kinds of scientific 
knowledge), but we hold that they are accompanied by reason. It is clear, 
then, on the basis of what has been said, that it is not possible to be good 
in the authoritative sense in the absence of prudence, nor is it possible to 
be prudent in the absence of moral virtue. 

But in this way the argument that someone might make in a dialectical 
manner” would also be resolved, to the effect that the virtues are sepa- 


59 - Or, more simply, “in conversation” (dialegesthai). Socrates, for one, takes up just 
this argument made by Protagoras in Plato’s Protagoras. 


10 


15 


20 


25 


30 


35 


1145a 


10 


134] BOOK 6, CHAPTER 13 


rate from one another. For the same person will not have a most excellent 
nature with a view to a// the virtues, so that he will have one virtue while 
not yet having another. This can happen in the case of the natural virtues, 
but as for those virtues in reference to which someone is said to be good 
unqualifiedly, it cannot happen. For all the virtues will be present when 
the one virtue, prudence, is present. And it is clear that, even if prudence 
were not bound up with action, it would be needed on account of its be- 
ing the virtue of a part [of the soul]. It is clear too there will be no correct 
choice in the absence of prudence, nor in the absence of virtue; for the 
latter makes one carry out” the end, the former the things conducive to 
the end. And yet prudence does not exercise authoritative control over 
wisdom or the better part [of the soul], just as the art of medicine does 
not do so over health either, for it does not make use of health but rather 
sees how it comes into being; it is for the sake of health, then, that medi- 
cine issues commands, but it does not issue them to health. Furthermore, 
it would be just as if someone should assert that the political art rules over 
the gods because it issues commands about all things in the city. 


60 - Or, “do,” perhaps “fashion” (prattein). This striking line, which has occasioned 
some commentary, would seem to suggest that virtue prompts us to carry out or “do” 
the end of virtue, while prudence is responsible for making clear to us the means ap- 
propriate to the end of moral virtue, which is not chosen but given. 


Book 7 


CHAPTER ONE 


After these considerations, we must make another beginning and say 
that there are three forms of things pertaining to character that must 
be avoided: vice, lack of self-restraint, and brutishness.’ The contraries 
of two of these are clear: the one contrary we call virtue, the other self- 
restraint. But as for the contrary of brutishness, it would be especially fit- 
ting to speak of the virtue that is beyond us, a certain heroic and divine 
virtue—just as Homer has written, when Priam says about Hector that 
he was exceedingly good, “and he did not seem to be a child of any mortal 
man, but of a god.”” As a result, if (as people assert) human beings become 
gods through an excess of virtue, it is clear that something of this sort 
would be the characteristic opposite to brutishness. For just as a brute an- 
imal has neither vice nor virtue, so also a god does not either; rather, the 
characteristic belonging to a god is more honorable than virtue and that 
belonging to a brute animal is of some genus other than vice. And since 
it is rare for a man to be divine—just as the Laconians’ are accustomed 
to addressing someone, when they greatly admire him, as “a divine man;”* 
they assert—so also the brutish person is rare among human beings, he 
being present among barbarians especially, though some cases also arise 
through both diseases and defects. And such is the bad name, “brutish,” 
we give to those human beings who exceed the rest in vice. But some men- 


1- Or, “savagery.” The term (thériotés) is related to the word elsewhere translated as 
“beast” or “brute animal” (thérion). 

2 - Homer, Iliad 24.258. 

3 - That is, the Spartans. 

4+ Aristotle’s quotation contains the Laconian variant of the word for “divine” (seios 
instead of theios). Consider also Plato, Meno 99d7~9 and Laws 626c4-5. 
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tion of this sort of disposition must be made later; what concerns vice was 
spoken of before. 

But as for what concerns lack of self-restraint, softness, and delicacy, 
this must be spoken about, as well as what concerns self-restraint and 
steadfastness. For it must not be assumed either that each of the two 
{—thatis, self-restraint orlack ofself-restraint, steadfastness or softness — | 
concerns the same characteristics as virtue and corruption respectively 
or that each is of a different genus. But, just as in other cases as well, after 
positing the phenomena’ and first raising perplexities about them, one 
ought in this way to bring to light especially all the received opinions 
about these experiences’ or, failing that, the greatest number and most au- 
thoritative of those opinions. For if the vexing questions’ are solved and 
the received opinions remain standing as well, then the matter would be 
adequately explained. 

Now, self-restraint and steadfastness seem to fall among things se- 
rious and praiseworthy, lack of self-restraint as well as softness among 
things base and blameworthy; the self-restrained person seems to be the 
same as someone who abides by his calculation, the person lacking 
self-restraint to be one who departs from his calculation. Moreover, 
the person lacking self-restraint, knowing that what he does is base, acts 
on account of his passion, while the self-restrained person, knowing 
that his desires are base, does not follow them, on account of his rea- 
son. And [though it is said that] the moderate person is self-restrained 
and steadfast, some assert that a person of this latter sort is moderate 
in all respects, while others deny it. And some assert that the licentious 
person lacks self-restraint and the person lacking self-restraint is licen- 
tious, without discriminating between them, but others assert that they 
are different. And sometimes people deny that the prudent person can 
be without self-restraint, whereas sometimes they assert that some who 
are prudent and terrifically clever do lack self-restraint. Further, people 
are said to lack self-restraint also in point of spiritedness, honor, and 
gain. 

These, then, are the statements made on the subject. 


5 - Literally, “the things that appear” or “come to sight” (ta phainomena). 

6+ Or, “the passions” (ta pathé). “The word pathos is loosely used here of all states of 
soul.... Really they are hexeis [characteristics]” (Burnet). 

7 + The word (dyscheré) can also mean disagreeable or offensive things. 
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CHAPTER TWO 


But someone might be perplexed as to how a person, though he forms 
a correct conviction,” lacks self-restraint. Some, then, deny that a per- 
son who has scientific knowledge can lack self-restraint; for it would bea 
terrible thing, when science is present (as Socrates used to suppose), for 
something else to overpower it and drag it around as if it were a slave.” 
For Socrates used to battle against this argument in its entirety, on the 
grounds that no such thing as lack of self-restraint exists: nobody acts 
contrary to what is best while supposing that he is so acting; he acts in- 
stead through ignorance. 

This argument, then, is in contention with the phenomena that come 
plainly to sight, and one must investigate, if in fact this experience occurs 
through ignorance, what the character of the ignorance is. For it is manifest 
that before he is in the grip of passion, a person who lacks self-restraint does 
not think, at least, [that he ought to act as he then proceeds to act]. And 
there are some people who concede this in certain respects but not in oth- 
ers: they agree, on the one hand, that there is nothing superior to science, 
but they disagree, on the other, that nobody acts contrary to the opinion 
held of what is better; and it is for this reason they assert that the person 
lacking self-restraint is overpowered by pleasures because he possesses not 
science but opinion. But if in fact it is opinion and not science at issue, and 
a person's conviction that resists is not a strong but a mild one, as in the case 
of people given to hesitation, there is sympathy for someone who does not 
stick by those convictions in the face of strong pleasures. Yet for corruption 
there is no sympathy, nor is there for anything else blameworthy. 

Is it, therefore, prudence that resists [ pleasures]? For prudence is a very 
strong thing. This contention, however, is strange. For the same person 
will be simultaneously prudent and lacking self-restraint, and not one 
person would assert that it belongs to a prudent human being to do vol- 
untarily the basest things. In addition to these points, it has been shown 
before that the prudent person is skilled in action, at least—for he is 
someone concerned with ultimate particular things—and possesses the 
other virtues. 

Further, if a person is self-restrained in having strong and base desires, 


8 - Or, “supposition” (hypolambanon). 
9 - Consider Plato, Protagoras 352a8-c7. 
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the moderate person will not be self-restrained or the self-restrained 
moderate. For it does not belong to a moderate person to have either ex- 
cessive or base desires. And yet the self-restrained person must have such 
desires, for if his desires are worthy,’” the characteristic that prevents him 
from following them will be base, with the result that not all self-restraint 
will be of serious worth. But ifhis desires are weak and not base, it is noth- 
ing august to resist them, and if they are base and weak, it is nothing great 
to do so. 

Further, if self-restraint renders a person apt to abide by every opinion, 
it is base—for example, if it prompts someone to abide by even a false 
opinion. And if lack of self-restraint renders a person apt to depart from 
every opinion, some lack of self-restraint will be of serious worth, as in the 
example of Neoptolemus in Sophocles’s Philoctetes. For he is praisewor- 
thy because he does not abide by what he was persuaded of by Odysseus, 
on account of his being pained at telling a lie.” 

Further, Sophistic argument prompts perplexity. For on account of 
the Sophists’ wish to refute their opponents by way of paradox, so that 
they may be terrifically clever when they succeed, the very syllogism that 
results becomes a perplexity. For one’s thinking is tied up in knots when- 
ever, on account of its being dissatisfied with the conclusion reached, it 
does not wish to stay put but at the same time is unable to proceed be- 
cause it is unable to refute the argument. So it results from a certain ar- 
gument that foolishness, when accompanied by lack of self-restraint, is a 
virtue. For in that case a person, on account of his lack of self-restraint, 
does things contrary to what he supposes; and he supposes that things 
actually good are bad and that he therefore ought not to do them—with 
the result that he will do what is actually good and not bad. 

Further, he who, because he has been so persuaded, does and pur- 
sues pleasant things, and chooses accordingly, might be held to be bet- 
ter than someone who acts, not from calculation, but through lack of 
self-restraint. For the former person is easier to cure, because he might be 
persuaded otherwise; while the person lacking self-restraint is subject to 
the proverb in which we assert, “when the water chokes, what should you 
drink?””’ For if he had been persuaded to act as he does, then upon be- 
ing subsequently persuaded to stop, he would have done so. But as it is, 


10 - Or, perhaps, “good” (chréstai). 
11 - See Sophocles, Philoctetes, especially 54-122 and 895-916. 
12 - The proverb is otherwise unknown. 
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though he has been persuaded of one thing, he does other things none- 
theless. 

Further, if self-restraint and its lack pertain to all things, who is the 
person lacking self-restraint in an unqualified sense? For nobody has a// 
forms of the lack of self-restraint, but we do assert that some people are 
lacking self-restraint in an unqualified sense. 

Such, then, are some of the perplexities that result; and of these, one 
ought to do away with some but leave others remaining. For the resolu- 
tion of a perplexity is a discovery. 


CHAPTER THREE 


First, then, is to examine whether those who act without self-restraint 
do so knowingly or not, and how they might do so knowingly. Next one 
must set down the sorts of things that the persons lacking self-restraint 
and the self-restrained are concerned with—I mean whether they are 
concerned with every pleasure and pain or with certain particular ones, 
and, as regards the self-restrained and the steadfast, whether they are the 
same person or different, and similarly for all other points belonging to 
this study.” 

A starting point of the examination is whether the self-restrained per- 
son and the person lacking self-restraint are distinguishable by what they 
are concerned with or by the way in which they are so concerned. I mean 
this: whether it is solely by being concerned with these or those things 
that the person is lacking in self-restraint; or, if that is not the case, then 
instead because of the way in which he is so concerned; or, if not that, 
then instead as a result of both considerations. Second, one must exam- 
ine whether lack of self-restraint and self-restraint pertain to all things 
or not. For the person lacking self-restraint in an unqualified sense is not 
concerned with a// things but rather with those with which the licen- 
tious person is concerned. Nor is he lacking self-restraint simply by be- 
ing concerned with these— in that case, lack of self-restraint would be 
the same thing as licentiousness— but by being concerned with them ina 
certain way. For the licentious person is led on by what he chooses, hold- 
ing that he ought always to pursue the present pleasure, whereas the per- 
son lacking self-restraint does not think that, but pursues the pleasure 


anyway. 


13 - Or, “contemplation” (thedria). 
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As for its being true opinion but not science [or knowledge] against 
which those who lack self-restraint act, it makes no difference to the ar- 
gument. For some people, when they opine about something, are without 
hesitation but think they know things precisely. If, then, those who opine 
will act contrary to their conviction more than do those who possess sci- 
ence, solely on account of their having a weak conviction,’ then [as a 
matter of fact] science will not differ from’ opinion; for some are no less 
convinced of what they opine about than are other people of what they 
know'*—and Heraclitus makes this clear.’ But since we say “to know” in 
two senses—both the person who has the science but is not using it and 
he who uses it are said to know— it will make a difference whether some- 
one who does what he ought not to do has the relevant knowledge but is 
not actively contemplating it, or whether he is actively contemplating it. 
For this latter does seem to be a terrible thing, but not so if he is not ac- 
tively contemplating [the science he nonetheless has]. 

Further, since there are two kinds of premises, [namely, the univer- 
sal and the particular,] nothing prevents someone who holds both from 
acting contrary to the science he possesses because he makes use of the 
universal premise but not the particular one, matters of action being of 
course particulars. There is also a relevant difference pertaining to the 
universal premise, for there is the universal relating to the person himself 
and the one relating to the matter of concern at hand: for example, that 
dry foods are advantageous for every human being and that he himself is 
a human being, or that this sort of thing here is dry. As to whether this 
particular food here is of a particular character, however, the person lack- 
ing self-restraint either does not have that knowledge or is not exercising 
it. And so, given these different ways of knowing, a massive difference will 
arise, such that for the person lacking self-restraint to know in the one 
way, [that is, to know in principle the relevant universal but not to know 
or to be activating his knowledge of a given particular,] seems to be noth- 


14 + Not the word usually translated as “conviction” (hypolambanein and related terms), 
but pisteuein, as also in the next clause of this sentence (“convinced of”), which can also 
mean simply “trust” or “have faith in.” 

15 + Or, “will not be superior to.” 

16 - Epistasthai, “to know scientifically,” here and in the next two instances of “to know.” 
17 - The famous pre-Socratic philosopher of Ephesus. The precise reference is uncer- 
tain; some commentators suggest that Aristotle may here allude to Heraclitus’s oracu- 
lar style of arguing, itself a response to the impossibility of certain knowledge of the 
world, which is fundamentally in “flux.” 
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ing strange, but in the other way, [that is, knowing and having active in 
him both kinds of premises,] it would indeed be a cause for wonder." 

Further, another way of having science, different from those just now 
mentioned, is available to human beings. For in the case of having but not 
using science, we see that the “having””” is different, such that a person 
both has it in a way and does not have it—for example, someone who is 
asleep, mad, or drunk. But surely those in the grip of the passions are dis- 
posed in this way; for outbursts of spiritedness, the sexual desires, and cer- 
tain other such things clearly bring about a change in the body too, and in 
some people they even cause madness. It is clear, then, that those lacking 
self-restraint must be said to be in a state similar to such people. But stat- 
ing the arguments that proceed from science is not a sign of anything, for 
even people in the grip of these passions state demonstrations and verses 
of Empedocles,”” and those who are first learning will put together argu- 
ments but not yet understand them. For one must grow naturally into the 
knowledge, and that requires time. As a result, it must be supposed that 
those who lack self-restraint speak just as actors do. 

Further, someone might also look at the cause of the lack of self- 
restraint in terms of nature, as follows. For the universal premise is an 
opinion; the other premise concerns particulars, over which perception 
is authoritative from the start. And whenever one conclusion arises from 
the universal and particular premises, the soul must necessarily assert it, 
but in the case of a conclusion bound up with making [or doing] things, 
the soul must immediately act. For example, if one ought to taste every- 
thing sweet, and this thing here is sweet (it being some one particular 
thing), someone who is so capable and not prevented from doing so must 


18 - As Aquinas here says: “it is possible that a man knows, both habitually and actively, 
the universal considered in itself but either he does not grasp the universal considered 
in this particular object, i.e., the universal is not known in an habitual way, or he does 
not bestir himself, i.e., the universal is not actually known. Therefore ... it does not 
seem unreasonable for a man, who acts incontinently [i.e., without self-restraint], to 
have one kind of knowledge, viz., universal alone or even particular—if it is habitual 
and not actual. But it would seem unreasonable for the man who acts continently [i.e., 
with self-restraint] to have another kind of knowledge, i.e., actual, concerned with this 
particular.” 

19 - The term translated as “the having” (exis) is elsewhere translated as “characteris- 
tic.” Aristotle here makes use of the fact that the noun is derived from the verb mean- 
ing (among other things) “to have” (echein): see also the glossary. 

20 - Empedocles of Sicily (ca. 493-433) was a famous pre-Socratic philosopher, two of 
whose poems, On Nature and Purifications, survive in fragmentary form. 
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at the same time necessarily also carry out this action. Whenever, then, 
the universal premise is present that forbids us from tasting sweet things, 
and another universal is also present, to the effect that every sweet thing 
is pleasant, and this thing here is sweet (and this premise is active), and by 
chance the relevant desire is present in us, the one premise says to avoid 
this; but the desire for it leads the way, for it is able to set in motion each 
of the parts [of the body]. It turns out, as a result, that someone can come 
to be without self-restraint by a reasoned account [/ogos], in a way, and 
by opinion, an opinion that is not in itself but incidentally contrary to 
correct reason—for the desire involved, not the opinion, is contrary to 
correct reason. As a result, on this account as well, brute animals do not 
lack self-restraint, because they do not possess a universal conviction but 
rather an image and memory of particular things. 

But as to how the ignorance involved is undone, and the person lack- 
ing self-restraint becomes again a knower, the same argument pertains 
also to the case of someone drunk or asleep and is not peculiar to this 
experience —an argument one must hear from those who study nature. 
Now, since the final premise is both an opinion pertaining to an object of 
perception and authoritative over our actions, someone in the grip of the 
relevant passion either does not have this final premise or has it in such 
a way that his having it does not amount to his knowing it;*' instead he 
merely speaks, as a drunk man states the sayings of Empedocles. And be- 
cause the ultimate term” is not universal and seems not to be knowable 
as the universal is knowable, it seems also that what Socrates was seeking 
turns out to be the case. For it is not when science in the authoritative 
sense seems to be present that the experience of the lack of self-restraint 
occurs, nor is it this science that is dragged around on account of passion, 
but rather that [knowledge] which is bound up with perception. 

So about the knower and non-knower, and how a knower can lack self- 
restraint, let this much be said. 


CHAPTER FOUR 
But it must be stated next in order whether anyone lacks self-restraint in 


an unqualified sense, or whether all who lack self-restraint do so in some 


21 + Here again and in the next line, to know “scientifically,” or in the strict sense. 
22 + The eschatos horos: see defining boundary in the glossary. 
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partial respect, and, if this latter is the case, with what sorts of things the 
person lacking self-restraint is concerned. 

Now, it is manifest that self-restrained and steadfast people, as well as 
those who lack self-restraint or are soft, are concerned with pleasures and 
pains. Some things productive of pleasure are necessary, and others are 
choiceworthy in themselves but susceptible to excess. The bodily ones are 
necessary (I mean such sorts of pleasures as those bound up with nourish- 
ment and the sexual need, and the sort of bodily pleasures that we posited 
as being the concern of licentiousness and moderation), whereas the other 
pleasures are not necessary but choiceworthy in themselves (I mean, for 
example, victory, honor, wealth, and the good and pleasant things of that 
sort). Given this, when it comes to the people who are excessively con- 
cerned with these sorts of pleasures, contrary to the correct reason that is 
within them, we do not say that they lack self-restraint in an unqualified 
sense, but instead we set down in addition “lacking self-restraint in regard 
to money” (or gain, honor, or spiritedness). We do not say that they lack 
self-restraint without qualification, on the grounds that they are differ- 
ent and are spoken of as such only in reference toa certain similarity they 
share, just as with Anthropos (“Human Being”], the Olympic victor: in 
his case, the common definition [/ogos] differed little from the definition 
[/ogos| peculiar to him, but nonetheless it was different.” And there is a 
sign of this. For lack of self-restraint is blamed not only on the grounds 
that it is an error, but also on the grounds that it is a certain vice, either 
without qualification or in some partial way, but none of those who lack 
self-restraint in some specific respect are blamed in this way. 

Among those who are concerned with such bodily enjoyments as we 
say are the concern of the moderate person and the licentious one, there 
is the person who pursues the excesses of the pleasures (and avoids the 
pains) bound up with hunger, thirst, heat, cold, and all those pleasures 
and pains associated with taste and touch; but he acts in this way not 
from choice but contrary to his choice and thinking. This person is said 
to lack self-restraint not with reference to some additional qualification, 
to the effect that he is concerned with this or that, as in the case of some- 
one lacking self-restraint when it comes to anger; rather, he is only said to 


be lacking self-restraint unqualifiedly. And there is a sign of this: people 


23 - According to several sources, recorded in Burnet’s commentary, there was an 
Olympic boxing champion by the name of Anthropos— “Human Being”—in 456. 
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are said to be soft when it comes to these pleasures, but not when it comes 
to any of the other ones. On this account too we set down the person lack- 
ing self-restraint and the licentious person in the same category, as well 
as the self-restrained and moderate— but not so in the case of any of the 
other [vicious or virtuous types] —and we do so because they are some- 
how concerned with the same pleasures and pains: they are concerned 
with the same things but not in the same way, for the licentious choose 
the pleasures in question, those lacking self-restraint do not choose them. 
Hence we would call anyone who pursues excessive pleasures, while not 
desiring them or desiring them only mildly, and who avoids measured 
pains, more licentious than someone who acts in these ways on account 
of strong desires. For what would the former person do if youthful de- 
sire should arise in him and the strong pain associated with the necessary 
needs? 

Some desires and pleasures fall in the class of noble and serious things 
(for some pleasures are by nature choiceworthy), some are the contrary 
of these, and still others are in the middle between them, just as we de- 
fined them earlier—for example, money, gain, victory, and honor. And it 
is in regard to a// these, both the pleasures of this sort and those of the in- 
between kind, that people are blamed, not for undergoing them, desiring 
them, and loving them, but rather for doing so in a certain way, namely, 
in excess. Hence all those who, contrary to reason, are either overpowered 
by or pursue something by nature noble and good {are not corrupt]”*— 
for example, those who are more serious than they ought to be about 
honor, or about their offspring and parents, for these concerns are in fact 
good and those who are serious about them are praised. But neverthe- 
less there is a certain excess in these things too, if someone, like Niobe, 
should fight against even the gods, or as Satyrus, nicknamed “Philopator,’ 
was disposed toward his father.” For he was held to be exceedingly silly. 
There is, then, no corruption concerning these things on account of the 
point mentioned—that by nature each of them is choiceworthy in itself, 


24 - This complex sentence does not have a main verb; we supply what we take to be 
missing, following Burnet. 

25 - Accounts of Niobe differ, but she seems to have represented (excessive) mourning: 
after Niobe boasted of her worth as compared to Leto, Leto’s two children, Artemis 
and Apollo, are said to have killed all of Niobe’s many children. Burnet suggests that 
Satyrus may have been a fourth-century king of the Bosporos who deified his father, 
although commentators differ; “Philopater” means literally “father-lover” or “friend 
to one’s father.” 
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but their excesses are base and to be avoided. Similarly, there is no lack 
of self-restraint pertaining to them either. For lack of self-restraint is not 
only something to be avoided but also blameworthy. But on account of 
a similarity to the relevant experience, people say “lack of self-restraint” 
while specifying something additional about each case, as people say, for 
example, “bad doctor” or “bad actor” about someone they would not say 
is bad simply. Just as, then, one would not in these cases speak of their 
being bad simply, because each of these conditions is not vice but only 
similar to it by way of analogy, so it is clear, in this case too, that only that 
which is concerned with the same things as are moderation and licen- 
tiousness should be supposed to be lack of self-restraint and self-restraint, 
whereas we speak about lack of self-restraint in point of spiritedness by 
way of a certain similarity only. Hence we assert that someone is lacking 
self-restraint, adding also “when it comes to spiritedness, just as in the 
cases of honor and gain as well. 


CHAPTER FIVE 


Now, some things are pleasant by nature—and of these, some are pleasant 
without qualification, others are such according to the various kinds of 
animals and human beings involved. Certain things, by contrast, are not 
pleasant by nature but do become pleasant, some on account of people’s 
defects, others through habits, and still others on account of people’s cor- 
rupt natures. Since this is so, it is possible to see, in each of these cases, 
characteristics closely resembling them. I mean the brutish characteris- 
tics— for example, the human female who, they say, rips open pregnant 
women and devours the infants; or the sorts of things that, people assert, 
certain of the savages living around the Black Sea”* enjoy, some of whom 
enjoy raw meat, others human flesh, and still others trade their children 
with one another to feast on them; or what is said about Phalaris.”” These 
are brutish characteristics, and other such characteristics arise through ill- 
ness as well as through madness in some cases, like the man who made a 
sacrifice of his mother and ate her, and the person who ate the liver of his 
fellow slave; and still others are marked by disease or arise from habit — 


26 - More literally, “around Pontus,” a region of northern Asia Minor on the south 
shore of the Black Sea, famous for the brutality or barbarism of some of its tribes; see 
also Politics 1338b19-24. 

27 - Phalaris was tyrant of Acragas (ca. 570-549) and notorious for his inventive cruel- 
ties: he was known to have roasted his victims alive in a hollow brazen bull, for example. 
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for example, plucking out one’s hair and gnawing on one’s fingernails, or 
even on coal and dirt, and, in addition to these, the pleasure of sex with 
males. For some of these arise by nature, others from habit — for example, 
in those who are wantonly abused” from childhood. 

As for those people, then, whose condition is caused by nature, no 
one would say that they lack self-restraint, just as one would not say it of 
women because they are passive rather than active in marital relations; 
nor, similarly, would one say it of all those who are in a diseased condi- 
tion through a given habit. Each of these conditions falls outside the de- 
fining boundaries of vice, as does brutishness as well. And for someone 
who has such a condition, overpowering it or being overpowered” by it is 
nota matter ofa simple lack of self-restraint, but this only by way of a cer- 
tain similarity to it. For just as someone who, when it comes to spirited- 
ness, undergoes this passion may be said to lack self-restraint by way of a 
certain similarity, yet he ought not to be said to lack self-restraint simply. 
In every instance of excessive foolishness, cowardice, licentiousness, and 
harshness, some people are marked by brutishness, others by disease. For 
someone who is by nature such as to be afraid of everything, even if a 
mouse makes a noise, is a coward whose cowardice is brutish, whereas 
that fellow who was afraid of the weasel was a coward through disease. 
And of the foolish, some who are irrational asa result of nature and live by 
sense perception alone, like certain tribes of distant barbarians, are brut- 
ish; others who are such through disease, for example, epileptics, or 
through madness are diseased. 

Now, it is sometimes possible for someone just to have one of these 
characteristics but not to be overpowered by it—I mean, for example, if 
Phalaris had kept in check his desire to eat a child or to enjoy a strange 
sexual pleasure. But it is also possible to be overpowered by it, not merely 
to have it. Just as in the case of corruption too, then, there is the corrup- 
tion spoken of in its unqualified sense, in reference to a human being, and 
there is the corruption spoken of in reference to some additional qualifi- 
cation— that it is corruption stemming from brutishness or disease, but 
not corruption without qualification—so in the same manner there is 
clearly also the lack of self-restraint that is brutish and the lack of it that 
stems from disease. But only that which relates to human licentiousness 
is lack of self-restraint in the unqualified sense. 


28 - Literally “treated with hubris.” 
29 - Aristotle uses here the active and passive forms of kratein, the verb related to the 
terms for “self-restraint” (enkrateia) and “lack of self-restraint” (akrasia). 
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It is clear, then, that lack of self-restraint and self-restraint are con- 
cerned only with the matters to which licentiousness and moderation 
pertain; and that the lack of self-restraint pertaining to other things is 
another form of it, which is spoken of as lack of self-restraint only meta- 
phorically and not unqualifiedly. 


CHAPTER SIX 


But let us observe*® also that the lack of self-restraint related to spirit- 
edness is less shameful than that pertaining to desires. For spiritedness 
seems to hear reason in some way, but to mishear it, like swift servants 
who run off before they hear what is said in its entirety and then err in 
carrying out the command, or as dogs bark if there is merely a knock 
at the door, before examining whether it is a friend. So spiritedness, be- 
cause of its heated and swift nature, hears something, and though it does 
not hear an order, it sets off after revenge. For speech or imagination has 
made clear that there is a hubristic insult or slight; and spiritedness, as if it 
inferred from a syllogism that one ought to wage war against sucha thing, 
immediately becomes harsh. But as for desire, if reason or sense percep- 
tion merely says that something is pleasant, it sets off after enjoyment. 
Asa result, spiritedness follows reason in a way, but desire does not. De- 
sire, then, is more shameful. For someone who lacks self-restraint when it 
comes to spiritedness is in a way conquered by reason, whereas the other 
person is conquered by desire and not by reason. 

Further, there is greater sympathy [or forgiveness] for someone who 
follows the natural longings, since there is more sympathy also for those 
who follow such desires as are common to all and insofar as they are com- 
mon. Spiritedness and harshness are more natural than are the desires for 
what is excessive, that is, the unnecessary desires—just like the person 
who defended himself for striking his father by saying, “And he struck his 
father, and his father struck his,’ and, pointing to his own son, said, “and 
he will strike me, when he becomes a man: it runs in our family!” And the 
man who was being dragged by his son bade him stop by the doors, for he 
himself dragged his own father only that far. 

Further, those who hatch plots are more unjust [than are those who 
act from spiritedness]. The man characterized by spiritedness, then, is 
not a plotter, nor is spiritedness itself; rather, it is open, whereas desire is 


30 - Or, “contemplate.” 
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just as they assert of Aphrodite: “a weaver of wiles, Cyprus-born,””' and as 
Homer says of her embroidered girdle, “its alluring words, which stole the 
mind even of one who is most sensible.” As a result, if in fact this lack of 
self-restraint is more unjust and more shameful than that bound up with 
spiritedness, it is also lack of self-restraint unqualifiedly and, in a way, vice 
as well. 

Further, no one acts hubristically while feeling pain, but everyone who 
does something in anger, does so while feeling pain, whereas the hubris- 
tic person acts with pleasure. If, then, those things are more unjust, at 
which it is especially just to be angry, so also is the lack of self-restraint 
connected with desire, for in spiritedness there is no hubris. It is clear, 
then, that the lack of self-restraint pertaining to desire is more shame- 
ful than that pertaining to spiritedness, and that there is in fact a self- 
restraint and lack of self-restraint pertaining to bodily desires and plea- 
sures. 

But one must grasp the distinctions among these very desires and plea- 
sures. For, just as was said at the beginning, some are human and natu- 
ral in both kind and magnitude, but others are brutish, and some arise 
through defects and diseases. Of these, it is only with the first ones that 
moderation and licentiousness are concerned. Hence too we do not say 
of brute animals that they are either moderate or licentious, except meta- 
phorically, and only if some one kind of animal differs as a whole from an- 
other in hubris, destructiveness, and voraciousness. For they do not pos- 
sess choice or calculation but do depart from the natural, just as madmen 
do among human beings. But brutishness is a lesser thing than vice, even 
though it is more frightening, for the better part [of the soul] has not 
been ruined in the case of a brute animal, as it has been in a human being 
who is vicious; rather, the brute animal does not have that better part. It 
is similar, then, to comparing an inanimate thing to an animate one, as to 
which is worse: baseness that does not possess its own starting point [or 
principle] is always less harmful than that which does possess it, and intel- 
lect is such a starting point. It is akin, then, to comparing injustice itself to 
an unjust human being, for there is a way in which each is worse than the 
other: a bad human being could produce ten thousand times more bad 
things than could a brute animal. 


31 - The author of this line is unknown. 
32 - Homer, Iliad 14.214, 217. 
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CHAPTER SEVEN 


But as for the pleasures, pains, desires, and aversions that arise through 
touch and taste—which both licentiousness and moderation were earlier 
defined as being concerned with —it is possible for someone to be such 
as to be defeated by those that the majority of people” are stronger than; 
and it is possible to be such as to overpower those by which the major- 
ity are defeated. In these cases, one person lacks self-restraint concerning 
pleasures, another is self-restrained, one person is soft when it comes to 
pains, another steadfast. But the characteristic belonging to most people 
is in between these, even if people incline more toward the worse char- 
acteristics. 

Now, some pleasures are necessary, others not, and the former are nec- 
essary only up to a certain point (those that are excessive are not neces- 
sary, and neither are the deficient ones); and what concerns desires and 
pains is similar. Given all this, the person who pursues the excessive plea- 
sures, in an excessive way or through choice, doing so for the sake of the 
pleasures themselves and for nothing else that results from them, is licen- 
tious . For this person necessarily feels no regret and so is incurable, since 
the person without regret is incurable. But he who falls short is the oppo- 
site, he who is in the middle, moderate. And similar is the case of some- 
one who avoids the bodily pains not because he is defeated by them but 
through choice. 

Now, among those who do not choose, one type is led by pleasure, an- 
other by avoiding the pain arising from desire, and so they differ from 
each other. It would seem to everyone to be worse if someone should do 
something shameful, though he felt no desire for it or only a mild one, 
than if he should so act because of a strong desire, just as it would seem 
to be worse if someone should strike another without being angry at him 
than if he did so in anger. For what would such a person do, were he in the 
grip of a passion? Hence the licentious person is worse than the one lack- 
ing self-restraint. So, of the characteristics mentioned, the one is rather a 
form of softness, whereas the other person is licentious. 

He who lacks self-restraint lies opposite the self-restrained person, the 
steadfast opposite the soft. For being steadfast consists in holding out 
against something, whereas self-restraint consists in overpowering it; and 


33 - Or, “the many” (hoi polloi), here and in the next clause. 
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holding out is different from overpowering, just as not being defeated is 
different from winning. Hence self-restraint is also more choiceworthy 
than steadfastness. But the person who falls short in relation to what the 
majority” strain against and are capable of—he is soft and delicate. For 
such delicacy is in fact a sort of softness: for example, he who lets his cloak 
drag, so that he not suffer the pain of lifting it up, and who, though he 
imitates someone sickly, does not suppose that he himself is wretched, 
similar though he is to the wretched. 

The case is similar also as regards self-restraint and lack of self-restraint. 
For if someone is defeated by strong and excessive pleasures or pains, that 
is not to be wondered at. Rather, he is apt to receive sympathy if he at least 
strains against them, just as Theodectes’s Philoctetes did when struck by 
the viper, or Cercyon in the Alope of Carcinus, and just like those who, 
though they attempt to restrain their laughter, burst out laughing all at 
once, such as happened to Xenophantes.”’ But it is to be wondered at if 
somebody is defeated by and unable to strain against those pleasures and 
pains that the majority are able to hold out against, when this is not due 
to the nature of one’s stock” or to illness—like the softness of the Scyth- 
ian kings due to their stock, and as the female is distinguished from the 
male. And someone fond of amusement is held to be licentious but is ac- 
tually soft; for play is relaxation, if in fact it is recreation [or rest], and 
the person fond of amusement is among those who are excessive when it 
comes to this. 

One part of the lack of self-restraint is impetuosity, another weakness; 
some people deliberate but then do not abide by their deliberations on 
account of the relevant passion, while others, because they do not delib- 
erate, are led by the passion. For just as those who anticipate being tick- 
led are unaffected by being tickled, so too some who perceive and see in 
advance what is coming, and so rouse themselves and their calculation in 


34 + Or, “the many,’ as in the preceding note. 

35 » Theodectes (ca. 375-334), author and orator, was born in Lycia but probably lived 
mostly at Athens, where he is said to have studied with Plato and Aristotle, among oth- 
ers. His Philoctetes does not survive. Carcinus, son of the tragedian Carcinus, is said to 
have authored 160 plays; Aristotle mentions him also in the Poetics (1454b23) and Rhet- 
oric (14 00b10, 1417b10). According to the scholiast, quoted by Burnet, when Cercyon 
learned of his daughter’s marriage, he asked her whom she had married, saying that “if 
you should tell me this, I would not be altogether pained”—yet he found the pain of 
living too great once he heard her answer and so chose to die. The Xenophantes here 
mentioned may have been a musician in the court of Alexander (see Seneca, de Ira 2.2). 
36 - Genos: class, kind, race. 
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advance, are not defeated by the relevant passion, whether it is pleasant or 
painful. And it is especially the keen and the melancholic”’ whose lack of 
self-restraint is of the impetuous sort; for neither the former, on account 
of their swiftness, nor the latter, on account of the intensity of their pas- 
sion, stick with reason, they being apt to follow imagination instead. 


CHAPTER EIGHT 


The licentious person, as was said, is not characterized by regret, for he 
abides by his choice. But every person lacking self-restraint is apt to feel 
regret. Hence the perplexity at issue is not in fact as we encountered it;”* 
rather, the licentious person is incurable, the person lacking self-restraint 
curable. For corruption seems to be like such diseases as dropsy and con- 
sumption; whereas lack of self-restraint is like epileptic seizures, the for- 
mer defective” condition being continuous, the latter not continuous. 
And in general, the genus to which lack of self-restraint belongs is dif- 
ferent from that to which vice belongs; for vice escapes the notice of one 
who has it, whereas lack of self-restraint does not escape the notice of 
those lacking self-restraint. Among people lacking self-restraint, those apt 
to be impulsive” are better than those who are in possession of an argu- 
ment [/ogos] but do not abide by it. For these latter are defeated by a lesser 
passion than that which overwhelms the impulsive and are not without a 
prior deliberation, as are the impulsive. The person lacking self-restraint 
in this latter sense is similar to those who get drunk quickly and on little 
wine, that is, on less wine than do most people. 

It is manifest, then, that lack of self-restraint is not vice (but perhaps it 
is in a certain way): lack of self-restraint is contrary to one’s choice, vice 
in accord with one’s choice. Nevertheless, they are similar, at least when 
it comes to actions, just as in Demodocus’s saying about the Milesians— 
“Milesians are not stupid, but they do the things stupid people do””’—and 


37 + Or, “excitable”; those with an excess of black bile and so given to agitation or un- 
ease. 

38 - Consider 1146a31—b2. 

39 - The word (ponéria) is elsewhere translated as “wickedness.” 

40 - Ekstatikoi: the same word was translated as “one who departs” (from one’s calcula- 
tion) at 1145br1—12; here the word seems roughly equivalent to the “keen and the mel- 
ancholic.” 

41 - Originally from the small island of Leros, lying just opposite Miletus, Demodocus 
is today best known for the comic lines here quoted. 
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those lacking self-restraint are not unjust, though they will commit in- 
justices. The person lacking self-restraint is such as to pursue the bodily 
pleasures that are excessive and contrary to correct reason, without his 
having been persuaded to do so, whereas the licentious person has been 
so persuaded, on account of his being the sort of person to pursue them. 
Given this, it is the person lacking self-restraint who can easily be per- 
suaded otherwise, the licentious not. For virtue preserves and corruption 
destroys the principle; and in actions, that for the sake of which one acts 
is the principle, just as the given hypotheses are in mathematics. So in nei- 
ther case is reason [or argument] such as to teach the principles, but vir- 
tue— either natural or habitual—is apt to teach one to hold the correct 
opinion™ about the principle in question. Such a person, then, is moder- 
ate; his contrary, licentious. 

There is also a sort of person who is apt, on account of his passion, to 
depart*’ from correct reason, a person whom passion overpowers, such 
that he does not act in accord with correct reason. Yet the passion in ques- 
tion does not overpower him so that he becomes the sort of person to 
be persuaded that he ought to pursue pleasures of this kind without re- 
straint. This is the person lacking self-restraint, who is better than the li- 
centious and is not unqualifiedly base: what is best in him, the principle, 
is preserved. Another sort is his contrary, [that is, the self-restrained per- 
son,] who is apt to abide by and not depart from correct reason, at least 
not on account of passion. So it is manifest from these considerations that 
the one characteristic is serious, the other base. 


CHAPTER NINE 


Is, then, a self-restrained person someone who abides by any argument 
whatever and any choice whatever, or does he abide by only the correct 
choice? And is a person lacking self-restraint someone who fails to abide 
by any choice whatever and any argument whatever, or does he fail to 
abide by the argument that is not false and by the choice that is correct, 
as in the perplexing question encountered before?** Or is it only inci- 
dentally that the argument and choice involved are of this or that sort, 
but it is the true argument and the correct choice in themselves that 


42 - The verb translated as “to hold the correct opinion” (orthodoxein) contains the ele- 
ments of the English word orthodoxy. 

43 - Ekstatikos: see n. 40 above. 

44 - Consider 1146a16-21. 
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the self-restrained abides by and the other does not abide by? For ifsome- 
one chooses or pursues this given thing on account of that given thing, he 
pursues and chooses this latter in itself, the former only incidentally. And 
by “in itself” we mean “unqualifiedly.” As a result, in one sense the self- 
restrained person abides by any opinion whatever, while the person lack- 
ing self-restraint departs from it; but in an unqualified sense, it is the true 
opinion that the one abides by and the other departs from. 

There are also some who are inclined to abide by their opinion, whom 
people call obstinate; such people are hard to persuade and, once per- 
suaded, not easily changed. They have a certain similarity to the self- 
restrained person, just as the prodigal has to the liberal and the reckless 
to the confident, but they are different in many respects. For the one, the 
self-restrained person, does not change on account of passion and desire, 
but it may sometimes happen that he will be readily persuadable [by rea- 
son]; whereas the obstinate are not persuadable, when they take hold of 
given desires, and in fact many of them are led by pleasures. Obstinate 
types are the opinionated, the ignorant, and the boorish, the opinionated 
being such on account of the pleasure and pain at stake: they delight in 
the victory they gain, if their persuasion undergoes no change, and they 
are pained if their own opinions become null and void, like decrees. As a 
result, they resemble more the person lacking self-restraint than they do 
the self-restrained. 

There are also some who do not abide by their opinions, but not on 
account ofa lack of self-restraint — for example, Neoptolemus in Sopho- 
cles’s Philoctetes. It was, however, on account of pleasure that he did not 
abide by his opinion —albeit a noble pleasure: telling the truth was noble 
in his eyes, but he was persuaded by Odysseus to lie. For not everyone 
who does something on account of pleasure is licentious or base or lack- 
ing self-restraint; rather, he who does something on account of a shame- 
ful pleasure is such. 

But since there is also a sort of person who enjoys the bodily pleasures 
less than one ought and who does not abide by reason, the self-restrained 
person is in the middle between this person and the one lacking self- 
restraint: the person lacking self-restraint does not abide by reason be- 
cause he enjoys something more than he ought, this person because he en- 
joys something less than he ought, while the self-restrained person abides 
by reason and does not change on either account. If in fact self-restraint 
is something serious, both of these contrary characteristics ought to be 
base, just as they in fact appear to be. But because the characteristic that 
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leads one to enjoy pleasure less than one ought appears in few people and 
on few occasions, then just as moderation is held to be the sole contrary 
of licentiousness, so too self-restraint is held to be the sole contrary of the 
lack of self-restraint. 

Since many things are spoken of by way ofa certain similarity they may 
share, it has followed that we speak of the self-restraint of the moderate 
person by way ofa certain similarity they share: the self-restrained person 
is such as to do nothing, on account of the bodily pleasures, that is con- 
trary to reason, and so too is the moderate person. But the one person has, 
and the other does not have, base desires; and the one is such as not to feel 
pleasure contrary to reason, the other such as to feel the pleasure but not 
to be led by it. Those lacking self-restraint and the licentious are similar 
as well, though they are in fact different: both pursue the bodily pleasures, 
but the one does so while supposing he ought to, the other while suppos- 
ing he ought not to. 


CHAPTER TEN 


The same person does not admit of being at the same time both prudent 
and lacking self-restraint; for it was shown that, as regards his character, 
a prudent person is at the same time serious as well.” Further, a person is 
prudent not only by dint of what he knows, but also because he is skilled 
in action. But the person lacking self-restraint is not skilled in action. (Yet 
nothing prevents the clever person from lacking self-restraint. Hence 
there are times when some people are even held to be prudent and lack- 
ing self-restraint, because cleverness differs from prudence in the manner 
stated in the first arguments; and although they are close to each other, 
in reference to their respective definitions, they do differ when it comes 
to the choice each makes.) And so the person lacking self-restraint does 
not resemble someone who knows and contemplates something, but re- 
sembles rather someone who is asleep or drunk. Although he acts vol- 
untarily—for in a certain manner he knows both what he is doing and 
for the sake of what he does it—he is not wicked: his choice is decent, 
such that he is only half-wicked. He is also not unjust, for he is not a plot- 
ter: one sort of person lacking self-restraint is not apt to abide by the re- 
sults of his deliberation, whereas another, melancholic sort is not even apt 


45 - Consider 114.4b30-32, 114.4a36—-1144b1. 
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to deliberate at all. So the person lacking self-restraint is like a city that 
votes for all that it ought to vote for and has serious laws, yet it makes use 
of none of them, just as Anaxandrides joked: 


The city wished to, the one that cares for none of its laws. 


But the wicked person [is like a city that] makes use of the laws, though 
the laws it uses are wicked. 

Lack of self-restraint and self-restraint are concerned with what goes 
beyond” the characteristic typical of the many; for the self-restrained 
person abides by his deliberations more, the person lacking self-restraint 
less, than is within the capacity of most people. And among those who 
lack self-restraint, that of the melancholic type is more readily curable 
than is the lack of self-restraint of those who deliberate but do not abide 
by their deliberations; and those lacking self-restraint as a result of habit- 
uation are more curable than those who are such by nature. For a habit is 
easier to change than nature: it is for this reason that habit too is difficult 
[to change]—because it seems like nature —just as Evenus™ says as well: 


I assert that it is a practice of long duration, friend, and so 
In the end this is nature for human beings. 


What is self-restraint, then, and what lack of self-restraint, what stead- 
fastness and what softness, and how these characteristics relate to one an- 
other has been stated. 


CHAPTER ELEVEN 


Contemplating what concerns pleasure and pain belongs to him who phi- 
losophizes about the political art. For he is the architect of the end with a 
view to which we speak of each thing as being bad or good in an unquali- 
fied sense. Further, it is also necessary to examine what concerns them, 
for we posited” both moral virtue and vice as being concerned with pains 


46 - Anaxandrides, originally from Rhodes buta resident of Athens, was a fourth-century 
comic poet, of whose works only forty-one titles and some eighty citations survive. 

47 - Elsewhere translated as “in excess” (to hyperballon). 

48 - Evenus hailed from Paros and was active as a Sophist and poet in the fifth century. 
Plato mentions him in the Apology of Socrates (20a-c), Phaedrus (267a), and Phaedo 
(60d-61a). 

49 - Consider 1104b8-13. 


20 


25 


30 


35 


1152b 


10 


15 


20 


25 


156] BOOK 7, CHAPTER 12 


and pleasures, and most people assert that happiness is accompanied by 
pleasure. Hence they have even derived the name of the “blessed” person 
from the feeling of “enjoyment.” 

By some people, then, no pleasure is held to be good, either in itself or 
incidentally, for the good and pleasure are held not to be the same thing. 
But by certain others, some pleasures are held to be good, though they 
hold the majority of them to be base. And further, the third view: even if 
all pleasures are good, nonetheless pleasure does not admit of being the 
best thing. 

In general, then, pleasure is not good, because every pleasure is a per- 
ceptible process of coming into its nature; but no coming-into-being be- 
longs to the same class as the ends we pursue—for example, no house 
building belongs to the same class as a house. And further, the moder- 
ate person avoids pleasures. Further, the prudent person pursues what is 
painless, not the pleasant. Further, pleasures are an impediment to pru- 
dent thinking, and the more delight they supply, the more an impedi- 
ment they are—for example, sexual pleasure: nobody would be able to 
think about anything while in its grip. Further, there is no art of pleasure, 
though everything good is the work ofan art. Further, children and brute 
animals pursue pleasures. 

As for pleasures not all being of serious worth, that is because there 
are pleasures that are both shameful and subject to reproach, and because 
there are harmful ones, some pleasures having the character of diseases. 
As for pleasure’s not being the best thing, that is because it is not an end 
but a process of coming-into-being. 


These, then, are pretty much the things said. 


CHAPTER TWELVE 


But that it does zo¢ turn out that, on account of these things, pleasure is 
not good, or even not the best thing, is clear from the following points. 
First, since the good is twofold—there is the good unqualifiedly and the 
good for some particular person—it will follow that both natures and 
characteristics are good in a twofold sense. The result of this is that mo- 
tions [or changes] and processes of coming-into-being will be good in a 
twofold sense as well. Some of the base motions and processes seem to be 
50 - The rather fanciful etymology Aristotle here reports is untranslatable: the term 


blessed (makarios) supposedly derives from the verb meaning “to feel enjoyment” or 
“to delight in something” (apo tou chairein). 
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base unqualifiedly, whereas for a particular person, they are not such but 
are even choiceworthy for him, while some are not choiceworthy for him 
but are such only on a given occasion and for a short time, though not 
unqualifiedly. Some of these are not even pleasures, but merely appear 
to be—all those that are accompanied by pain and for the sake of medical 
treatment, like those the sickly undergo, for example. 

Further, since one part of the good is an activity, another a character- 
istic, whatever restores us to our natural characteristic is pleasant only 
incidentally. But there is an activity, involving the desires, of our char- 
acteristic and our nature when these remain unimpaired, since there 
are also pleasures unaccompanied by pain and desire—for example, the 
activity” bound up with contemplation when one’s nature is not defi- 
cient. A sign of this is that people do not enjoy the same pleasure when 
their nature is undergoing restoration [or replenishment] and when it 
is has been restored; rather, the restored nature enjoys the unqualified 
pleasures, but the nature that is undergoing restoration enjoys even the 
contrary pleasures, for people then enjoy both sharp and bitter things, 
none of which are pleasant by nature or pleasant unqualifiedly. Nei- 
ther, as a result, are the pleasures involved, for as the various pleasant 
things stand in relation to one another, so do the pleasures arising from 
them. 

Further, it is not necessary for there to be something else that is 
better than pleasure, in the way that some assert that the end is bet- 
ter than the process of coming-into-being. For pleasures are not pro- 
cesses of coming-into-being, nor are all pleasures even accompanied by 
a coming-into-being; rather, they are activities and an end, and they do 
not occur when there is a coming-into-being but when [our capacities] 
are put to use. And not all pleasures have something else as an end, but 
only the pleasures belonging to those who are being led toward the com- 
pletion of their nature. Hence also it is not a noble thing to assert that 
pleasure is a perceptible process of coming-into-being; one ought rather 
to say that it is an activity of the characteristic that accords with nature, 
and instead of “perceptible,” one ought to say “unimpeded.” But pleasure 
is held by some to be a process of coming-into-being, because it is good 
in an authoritative sense. For they suppose that activity is a process of 
coming-into-being, but in fact it is something else. 


51- The MSS differ here somewhat, and other readings are possible: “for example, the 
pleasures of contemplation” or “for example, the activities bound up with contempla- 
tion.” 
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But saying that pleasures are bad” because some pleasant things cause 
diseases is the same thing as saying that some healthful things are bad 
because they are bad when it comes to moneymaking. In this respect, 
then, both pleasant and healthful things are bad; but that, at least, does 
not make them bad in themselves, since even contemplating may at some 
point harm one’s health. 

And neither prudence nor any characteristic is impeded by the plea- 
sure arising from either. Rather, the pleasures foreign to them are impedi- 
ments, since those pleasures arising from contemplating and learning will 
only make us contemplate and learn more. 

But that no pleasure is the work of an art happens reasonably, for there 
is no art of any other activity either, only of a capacity, although both the 
art of perfume making and the art of fine cookery are held to be arts of 
pleasure. 

But that the moderate person avoids pleasure, that the prudent person 
pursues a life without pain, and that children and brute animals pursue 
pleasure—all these perplexities are resolved by the same consideration. 
For since it was said in what sense pleasures are good unqualifiedly, and 
in what sense not all are good, both brute animals and children pursue 
the sorts of pleasures that are accompanied by desire and pain, that is, the 
bodily pleasures (for these pleasures are such) and the excesses of these 
pleasures; the prudent person seeks out freedom from the pain associated 
with these same pleasures — pleasures in reference to which the licentious 
person is licentious. Hence the moderate person avoids these pleasures, 
since there are pleasures belonging to a moderate person as well. 


CHAPTER THIRTEEN 


Now, that pain is indeed bad is agreed to,” so too that it is something to 
be avoided: one kind of pain is bad unqualifiedly, another is bad by dint 
of its being in some way an impediment. And the contrary of something 
to be avoided, insofar as it is to be avoided and bad, is good. It is necessary, 
then, that pleasure be something good. For as Speusippus”* attempted to 
resolve the perplexity—that pleasure is just like the greater in its opposi- 


52 - Or, “base” ( phaulos), rather than kakos, here and in what follows. 

53 - Consider 1148a22 and following. 

54 + Speusippus (ca. 407-339) was an Athenian philosopher, related to Plato, who took 
over leadership of the Academy from 347 to 339. Only fragments of his many writings 


remain. 
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tion to both the lesser and the equal—no resolution actually follows, for 
he would not assert that pleasure is in itself something bad. 

And nothing prevents a certain pleasure from being the best thing, 
even if some pleasures are bad,” just as there is nothing to prevent a cer- 
tain science from being the best thing, though some sciences may be bad. 

Ifin fact there are unimpeded activities of each characteristic— whether 
happiness is constituted by the activity (provided it is unimpeded) of 
all these characteristics or by the unimpeded activity of a certain one of 
them — perhaps it is even necessary that this activity be most choiceworthy. 
But this is pleasure. As a result, a certain pleasure would be the best thing, 
even though many pleasures may be, as it happens, unqualifiedly base. 

For this reason, all people suppose the happy life to be pleasant, and 
they weave pleasure into happiness—reasonably so. For no activity is 
complete when it is impeded, but happiness is among the things that are 
complete. Hence the happy person needs in addition the goods residing 
in the body as well as external goods and chance, so that he not be im- 
peded in these respects. And those people who claim that somebody be- 
ing tortured on the wheel or meeting with great misfortune is happy— if 
he is good—make no sense, either voluntarily or involuntarily. It is be- 
cause one needs chance in addition that good fortune is held by some to 
be the same thing as happiness, though it is not; since even good fortune, 
when in excess, acts as an impediment—and perhaps it is not just to call 
this “good fortune” any longer, for its definition” is relative to happiness. 

And that a// things—both brute animals and human beings— pursue 
pleasure is a sort of sign that it is somehow the best thing: 


There is no talk that dies down entirely, which many peoples... oe 


But since neither the same nature nor the same characteristic is or is held 
to be the best [for all], all do not pursue the same pleasure, though all do 
pursue pleasure. Yet perhaps they pursue not the pleasure they suppose 
or would assert they pursue, but in fact the same pleasure, for all things 
by nature possess something divine. But the bodily pleasures have appro- 
priated as theirs alone the name “pleasure,” because, most often, people 


55 - Here again and in the next line, the term is phaulos, which can also mean “base.” 
56 - Horos: see defining boundary in the glossary. 

57 - Hesiod, Works and Days 763. The poem continues: “spread about. She [i.e., “talk” 
or “rumor” ] too is a certain goddess.” As the context makes clear, Hesiod is warning 
against acting in such a way as to permit “talk” to spread about and so to exact its pen- 
alties. 
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steer toward them and all share in them. Because these pleasures alone 
are known to them, then, people suppose that only these pleasures exist. 

But it is manifest also that if pleasure and activity are not good, the 
happy person will not live pleasantly: for the sake of what would he need 
pleasure, ifin fact it is not good? Rather, it is possible for him even to live 
his life in pain; for pain would be neither bad nor good, if in fact pleasure 
were not either. Asa result, on what account would he avoid pain? And 
so the life of the serious person would be no more pleasant [than anyone 
else’s] either, if his activities were not more pleasant as well. 


CHAPTER FOURTEEN 


But what concerns the bodily pleasures must be examined by those who 
say that some pleasures, at least, are highly choiceworthy— for example, 
the noble ones—but that the bodily pleasures are not, that is, those plea- 
sures with which the licentious person is concerned. But why is it, then, 
that the pains contrary to the bodily pleasures are bad [or corruptions]? 
For good is contrary to bad. Or are the necessary pleasures good only in 
the way that what is not bad is good? Or are they good only up to a certain 
point? For in the case of all those characteristics and motions that do not 
admit of an excess of what is good, there would not be an excess of plea- 
sure either; but for all those characteristics and motions that do admit of 
such an excess, there would be an excess also of pleasure. Now, there is an 
excess of bodily goods; and a person is base because he pursues that excess, 
but not because he pursues the necessary pleasures—for all in some way 
enjoy refined foods, wines, and sex, but not all do so as they ought. But 
the contrary holds in the case of pain: one does not avoid just excessive 
pain, but rather pain in general; for pain is not the contrary of excessive 
pleasure, except for someone who pursues that excess. 

Now, one ought to state not only the truth but also the cause of the 
falsehood, for this contributes to the trust”® one has. For whenever a rea- 
sonable explanation comes to sight as to why a thing appears to be but is 
not true, this makes for greater trust in the truth. One must, asa result, say 
why it is that the bodily pleasures appear more choiceworthy than other 
pleasures. First, then, they expel pain. Because of excessive pain, people 
seek out excessive pleasure, and bodily pleasure in general, as though it 
were a cure. And such cures become intense—the reason people do in 


58 - Or, “conviction” (pistis): seen. 14. 
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fact pursue them— because they come to sight in contrast with their op- 
posite. Pleasure is also held not to be of serious worth for these two rea- 
sons, as has been said: some pleasures are actions belonging to a base na- 
ture—either base from birth, as in the case of a brute animal, or through 
habit, as in the example of the pleasures of base human beings; and some 
pleasures act as cures fora deficient nature, and it is better to be complete, 
rather than to be in the process of becoming so. These pleasures, because 
they arise only for those still in the process of becoming complete, are of 
serious worth only incidentally. 

Further, bodily pleasures are pursued on account of their intensity by 
those who are incapable of enjoying other pleasures. At any rate, people 
foster in themselves certain thirsts; and when these are harmless, this is 
not reproachable, but when they are harmful, it is base. For such people 
do not have other things from which they derive enjoyment, and that 
which is neither painful nor pleasant is painful to many, given their na- 
ture. For a living animal is always toiling—just as those who study nature 
also bear witness: as they assert, seeing and hearing are painful, though 
by now we are accustomed to them. And similarly, during youth, because 
of the process of growth that then occurs, people are in a condition like 
that of those who are drunk, and youth is as a result pleasant. But those 
who are melancholy” in nature, on the other hand, are always in need of 
a cure; for their body is continually being stung because of the blending 
[of the humors within it], and they are always in the grip of an intense 
longing. And pleasure drives out pain, both the pleasure contrary to the 
relevant pain and any chance pleasure, provided it is intense. It is for these 
reasons too that people become licentious and base. 

But the pleasures unaccompanied by pains do not have an excess, 
and these fall among the things pleasant by nature and not incidentally. 
I mean by “things pleasant incidentally, those that serve as cures: be- 
cause it happens that people are cured when that which remains healthy 
in them acts, these cures seem to be pleasant. But things pleasant by na- 
ture are those that prompt an action belonging to a healthy nature. 

Yet the same thing is not always pleasant on account of our nature’s not 
being simple. Rather, something else is present in us as well (hence we are 
subject to destruction)® such that when the one part acts, this is contrary 


59 - Seen. 37 above. 
60 - Following the reading of Bywater (phthartoi), itself based on the commentary of 
Aspasius. The reading of the MSS ( phtharta) would give: “But something else is present 
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to nature with respect to the other nature; and when both are equally bal- 
anced, the action performed seems to be neither painful nor pleasant. For 
if someone’s nature were simple, the same actions would always be most 
pleasant. Hence the god always enjoys a pleasure that is one and simple, 
for there is an activity not only of motion but also of motionlessness, and 
pleasure resides more in rest than in motion. But “change in all things is 
sweet, as the poet has it,” on account of a certain defective condition.” 
For just as the defective person is a human being who readily undergoes 
change, so also the nature in need of change is defective, for it is neither 
simple nor decent. 

What concerns self-restraint and lack of self-restraint, then, and what 
concerns pleasure and pain, has been stated — both what each is and how 
it is that some of them are good, others bad. But in what remains, we will 


speak also about friendship. 


61 - Euripides, Orestes 234. 
62» The term Aristotle here uses ( ponéria) is usually translated as “wickedness”; he may 
here be playing on the fact that the term has both a moral and a nonmoral use. 


Book 8 


CHAPTER ONE 


It would follow, after these matters, to go through what concerns friend- 
ship. For friendship is a certain virtue or is accompanied by virtue; and, 
further, it is most necessary with a view to life: without friends, no one 
would choose to live, even if he possessed all other goods; and indeed 
those who are wealthy or have acquired political offices and power’ seem 
to be in need of friends most of all. What benefit would there be in such 
prosperity if one were deprived of [the opportunity to perform] a good 
deed, which arises and is most praiseworthy in relation to friends espe- 
cially? Or how could one’s prosperity be guarded and preserved without 
friends? For the more prosperity one has, the more precarious it is. In 
poverty as well as in other misfortunes, people suppose that friends are 
their only refuge. And friendship is a help to the young, in saving them 
from error, just as it is also to the old, with a view to the care they require 
and their diminished capacity for action stemming from their weakness; 
it is a help also to those in their prime in performing noble actions, for 
“two going together”’ are better able both to think’ and to act. 

By nature, friendship seems to be inherent in a parent for offspring and 
in offspring for a parent, not only in human beings but also in birds and 
most animals; it is inherent too in those that are alike in kind to one an- 
other, and especially in human beings, which is why we praise people who 


1 - The term here translated as “power,” dunasteiai (dynasties), is omitted in the best 
MS. 

2+ Homer, Iliad 10.224. 

3 + Or, “to perceive by the mind,” “to apprehend” (noésai). 

4 - The first phrase “in a parent for offspring” is omitted in some of the MSS; the sec- 
ond, “in offspring for a parent,” is omitted in others. 
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are “lovers of humankind.”’ One might see in one’s travels too that every 
human being is kindred to every other human being and a friend’ to him. 

It seems too that friendship holds cities together and that lawgivers 
are more serious about it than about justice. For like-mindedness’ seems 
to resemble friendship, and lawgivers aim at this especially and drive out 
discord because it especially produces hatred. When people are friends, 
they have no need of justice, but when they are just, they do need friend- 
ship in addition; and in the realm of the just things, the most just seems 
to be what involves friendship. Yet friendship is not only necessary but 
also noble, for we praise those who love their friends,’ and an abundance 
of friends is held to be a noble thing. Further, people suppose good men 
and their friends to be one and the same. 

But not a few things about friendship are in dispute. For some set 
it down as a certain likeness and friends as those who are alike, which 
is why they assert that “like is to like, “jackdaw to jackdaw,” and such 
things. Others, to the contrary, assert that all such persons are “pot- 
ters” to one another.” And concerning these very points, people seek 
out something higher and pertaining more to nature, Euripides claim- 
ing that “the parched earth loves the rain” and that “the august heaven, 
when full of rain, loves to fall to earth,’** Heraclitus that “opposition is 
advantageous,”’” that “the noblest harmony comes from things that dif- 
fer; and “all things come into being in accord with strife.” Contrary to 


5 + Philanthropoi, from which is derived our philanthropic. 

6 - Or, “dear” (philos), a term that can be translated either by an adjective, “loved,” “be- 
loved,” “dear,” or by a noun, “a friend” 

7 - Homonoia, “oneness of mind.” 

8 - Philophiloi, “those who love their friends,” though some MSS read simply philoi, 
“friends.” 

9 - This phrase has the same meaning as our proverbial saying “birds of a feather flock 
together.” For the phrase “like to like,” see in particular Plato, Lysis 214a3-b4. 

10 - That is, each vies with each, just as potter does with potter. Aristotle here alludes 
to Hesiod, Works and Days 25-26; this particular strife, according to Hesiod, is good 
for mortals. The line is also quoted in Plato’s Lysis 215c8, but the context in that case is 
the question of whether the good are most hostile to the good. 

11 + These verses of Euripides come from a play no longer extant, fragments of which 
are preserved by Athenaeus. The verb for “love” in these passages is not philein (see 
n. 15 below), the root of “friendship” (philia), but eran, generally signifying passion- 
ate or erotic love. 

12 + Or, perhaps, “what is in opposition holds together”; according to Grant, this say- 
ing reflects the “oracular style” of the famous Heraclitus of Ephesus (ca. 540-475). 
Only the last fragment is preserved by another source (Origen) apart from Aristotle. 
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these are still others, including Empedocles, who claim that like aims at 
like.” 

Now, let us leave aside those perplexing questions bound up with mat- 
ters of nature (for they are not proper to the present examination), and 
let us examine instead those that are bound up with what is distinctively 
human and that involve characters and passions: for example, whether 
friendship arises in all people or whether it is impossible for the wicked 
to be friends; and whether there is one form of friendship or more. Those 
who suppose that there is only one form, because it admits of degrees, the 
more and the less, have trusted in an insufhcient indication, for things dif- 
ferent in form also admit of more and less. But what pertains to them was 
spoken of before.'* 


CHAPTER TWO 


Perhaps what concerns these matters would become apparent if what is 
lovable’’ should become known. For not everything seems to be loved 
but only what is lovable, and this seems to be what is good, pleasant, or 
useful. But what is useful would seem to be that through which some- 
thing good or pleasant arises, with the result that what is good as well as 
what is pleasant would be lovable as ends. Is it the good, then, that people 
love or is it the good for themselves? For sometimes these conflict, as is 
the case also with the pleasant. For it seems that each person loves what is 
good for himself and that, while in an unqualified sense the good is what 
is lovable, what is lovable to each is what is good for each. Yet each in fact 
loves not what és good for him but what appears so. Yet this will make no 
difference at all, since it will be what appears lovable [that each will in fact 
regard as good and so love]. 

While there are three things on account of which people love, friend- 


13 - Empedocles of Agrigentum (ca. 494-434) attempts the reconciliation of Eleatic 
and Heraclitean thought; according to Diogenes Laertius, the Sophist Gorgias was a 
student of Empedocles. This saying is preserved also by Athenaeus and Stobaeus. 

14 - There is no direct or obvious discussion of this in the Ethics; Burnet refers the 
reader to Aristotle’s On Sense Perception and Perceptible Things, chap. 6. 

15 - Or, “what elicits friendly feeling” (to philétos), an adjective (here used substan- 
tively) derived from the word for “friend” or “dear one,” philos. We will always translate 
the verb philein as “to love” (or “to be loved,” in the passive voice), while noting Aris- 
totle’s use of other verbs closely associated with love: eran (to love [in the erotic sense]), 


stergein (to feel affection for), and agapein (to be fond of). 
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ship is not spoken of when it comes to loving inanimate objects, since in 
that case there is no reciprocated love or wish for the good of the inani- 
mate thing: it is perhaps laughable to wish for good things for the wine, 
but, if anything, one wishes that it be preserved so that one may have it. 
But people assert that a friend ought to wish for good things for his friend 
for that friend’s sake. Yet people speak of those who do wish for the good 
things in this way as having “goodwill” if the other person involved does 
not return that same wish, for they say that goodwill in those who recip- 
rocate it is friendship. Or perhaps we must set down in addition “good- 
will that does not go unnoticed,” for many people have goodwill toward 
those they have not seen but whom they assume to be decent or useful, 
and one of the latter might feel this same thing toward the former. These 
people, then, appear to have goodwill toward each other— but how could 
one say that they are friends when they are unaware that they each have 
this feeling for the other? Friends must, therefore, have goodwill toward 
each other and not go unnoticed in their wishing for the good things for 
the other, on account of some one of the [lovable] things mentioned. 


CHAPTER THREE 


These things differ in form from one another; so, therefore, do both the 
kinds of friendly love and the friendships that result. The forms of friend- 
ship, then, are three, equal in number to the things that are lovable; in ac- 
cord with each is a reciprocal love that does not go unnoticed, and those 
who love each other wish for the good things for each other in that re- 
spect in which they love each other. 

Those who love each other on account of utility, then, do not love 
each other in themselves, but only insofar as they come to have something 
good from the other. Similar too is the case of those who love on account 
of pleasure, for people are fond of” those who are witty, not because they 
are of a certain sort, but because they are pleasant to them. Therefore, 
those who love on account of utility feel affection”’ for the sake of their 
own good, just as those who love on account of pleasure feel affection for 


16 + Aristotle uses agapein rather than philein here (from which philia comes). Accord- 
ing to LSJ, the former, as distinguished from the latter, implies regard rather than af- 
fection. In the Christian tradition, the noun agapé is typically used to denote the love 
of God for humankind, as well as the kind of selfless love of one person for another that 
is without sexual implications. 

17 - Stergein, typically used to describe familial love. 
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the sake of their own pleasure. He who is loved in each case is not loved 
for himself but only insofar as he is useful or pleasant. And these, then, are 
friendships incidentally; for it is not for being what he is that the person 
loved is loved, but only insofar as he provides (in the one case) something 
good or (in the other) pleasure. 

These sorts of friendships, then, are easily dissolved when the people 
involved do not remain the same as they were. For if they are no longer 
pleasant or useful, those who love them will cease to do so. And what is 
useful does not remain constant but is different at different times. When 
that on the basis of which they were friends is nullified, then so too the 
friendship is dissolved, since the friendship exists with a view to the thing 
in question. This sort of friendship seems to arise especially among the 
old (for those of such an age pursue not what is pleasant but what is ben- 
eficial to them) as well as among all those in their prime, or the young, 
who pursue what is advantageous. And such people do not frequently live 
with each other either, for sometimes they are not even pleasant to each 
other. They therefore have no additional need of this sort of association 
if they supply no benefit to the other, for they are pleasant to each other 
only insofar as they foster hopes of obtaining something good from the 
other. It is also among these sorts of friendships that people place the kind 
connected with foreigners.” 

But the friendship of the young seems to be based on pleasure, for 
they live according to passion and most of all pursue what is pleasant 
to them and at hand. But since this time of life is prone to undergoing 
change, the pleasures too come to be different. Hence the young swiftly 
become friends and cease being so: the friendship changes together with 
what they find pleasant, and change in this sort of pleasure is swift. The 
young are given to erotic love as well.’” For the greater part of erotic love is 
bound up with passion and is based on pleasure, which is why they love” 
and swiftly cease loving, often changing in the course of the same day. But 
the young do wish to pass their days together and live together, for in this 
way they attain what friendship for them involves. 


18 - Xenikos (from xenia), that is, the friendship between host and guest, an important 
relationship in ancient Greece, which carried obligations of hospitality and the protec- 
tion of Zeus. It also had a political dimension, in the hosting of and giving gifts to for- 
eign guests or ambassadors. 

19 + Erétikoi, derived from erés, sexual love, the fourth term for “love” in the discus- 
sion of friendship. 

20 - Here philein, “to love” in the sense of friendship. 
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But complete” friendship is the friendship of those who are good and 
alike in point of virtue. For such people wish in similar fashion for the 
good things for each other insofar as they are good, and they are good in 
themselves. But those who wish for the good things for their friends, for 
their friends’ sake, are friends most of all, since they are disposed in this 
way in themselves and not incidentally. Their friendship continues, then, 
while they are good, and virtue is a stable thing. Each person involved is 
good simply and for the friend, since good people are good simply and 
beneficial to one another. So too are they pleasant, for the good are both 
pleasant simply and pleasant to one another. To each person, his own ac- 
tions and those like them accord with his pleasure, and the actions of 
those who are good are the same or similar. 

It is with good reason that this sort of friendship is stable, since it com- 
bines in itself all those things that ought to belong to friends. For every 
friendship exists on account of a good or pleasure, either simply or for 
the person who loves, and in accord with the likeness involved.” And 
in this complete friendship, all that has been spoken of is present in the 
friends themselves, since in this respect the friends are alike and the re- 
maining [reasons for forming friendship] are present as well—both the 
good simply and the pleasant simply”*—and these things are lovable most 
of all. So it is among these people that both loving and friendship are es- 
pecially prevalent and best. 

Yet friendships of this sort are likely to be rare, since people of this 
sort are few. Further, there is also need of the passage of time and the 
habits formed by living together;™* for as the adage has it, it is not pos- 
sible for people to know each other until they have eaten together the 


21 - Or, “perfect” (teleia). 

22 - There is disagreement among commentators concerning the meaning of this last 
clause: does the “likeness” refer to the likeness of the friends, or does it indicate that 
friendships based on a good or pleasure relative to the one who loves are friendships 
only in their likeness to complete friendship? 

23 - With Burnet, we accept the reading of the best MS and Aspasius, against Bywater 
and others, who read: “for the remaining [kinds of friendships] are alike to this one, 
and what is good simply is also pleasant simply.” If one accepts the former reading, it 
would seem to support the argument that the “likeness” Aristotle refers to in the pre- 
vious line is the likeness of the friends. 

24 - The phrase “the habits formed by living together” translates a single word (suné- 
theia) that suggests both living or dwelling together and the habits or customs acquired 
thereby. We will sometimes translate the term more simply as “living together” or “the 
habit of living together.” 


BOOK 8, CHAPTER 4 [169 


proverbial salt, nor is it possible, before this occurs, for them to accept 
each other and to be friends until each appears to each as lovable and is 
trusted. Those who swiftly make proofs of friendship to each other wish 
to be friends but are not such unless they are also lovable and know this 
about each other. For a wish for friendship arises swiftly, but friendship 
itself does not. 


CHAPTER FOUR 


This friendship, then, is complete, in regard to both time and the remain- 
ing considerations [namely, the good and pleasure]; and in every respect 
each friend comes to possess from the other the same or similar things, 
which is just what ought to be the case with friends. Friendship based on 
what is pleasant bears a resemblance to this one, for in fact the good are 
pleasant to one another as well. Similar too is the case of friendship based 
on utility, for the good are also useful to one another. But among those 
who seek pleasure or utility, friendships endure especially whenever each 
attains the same thing from the other—for example, pleasure—and not 
only this but whenever it comes from the same type, as in, for example, 
those who are witty, and not as in the case of lover and beloved.” For 
lover and beloved are not pleased by the same things; rather, the lover 
is pleased by seeing the beloved, the beloved by being attended to by his 
lover. And sometimes when the bloom of youth fades, so too the friend- 
ship fades (since for the lover, the sight of the other is not pleasant, and 
for the beloved, the attention of the lover is no more). Many in turn do 
remain friends, however, whenever, as a result of their living together, 
they feel affection for their characters, if they are of the same character. 
But in the case of lovers whose mutual exchange is not for pleasure but 
utility, they are and remain friends to a lesser degree. And those who are 
friends on account of utility dissolve the friendship at the same time as 
the advantage ceases, for they were friends not to each other but to the 
profit involved. 

In the case of pleasure and utility, then, it is possible even for the base 
to be friends with one another and for the decent to be friends with the 
base, as well as for those who are neither [base nor decent] to be friends 
with any sort whatever. Yet it is clear that only the good can be friends on 
account of who they themselves are. For those who are bad do not delight 


25 - The terms for “lover” and “beloved” here are based on erés: erastés and erdmenos. 


30 


35 
1157a 


10 


15 


20 


25 


30 


35 


1157b 


170 } BOOK 8, CHAPTER 5 


in one another,’ unless some benefit should accrue to them. Moreover, 
only the friendship of the good is secure against slander, for it is not easy 
to trust anyone when it comes to slander about someone who has been 
tested by oneself over a long time; and in the case of these people, one 
finds such statements as “I trust him,’ “he would never commit injustice,” 
and all those other things deemed worthy of true friendship. In the case of 
the other sorts of friendships, there is nothing to prevent such bad things 
from arising. 

Now, since human beings call friends both those who are friendly 
on account of the utility involved (as in the case of cities, for alliances 
struck by cities seem to be for the sake of what is advantageous), and those 
who feel affection for one another on account of pleasure (as in the case 
of children), perhaps we too ought to say that these sorts of people are 
friends, but that there is more than one form of friendship; and that the 
friendship of good human beings, insofar as they are good, is friendship 
in the primary and authoritative sense, the remaining friendships being 
such only by way of a resemblance. For insofar as there is some good in- 
volved and some likeness,” they are friends. And in fact what is pleasant 
is a good for the lovers of pleasure. But these kinds of friendship do not 
often go together, and those who become friends on account of utility 
are not the same as those who do so on account of pleasure, for incidental 
things are not often yoked together. 

Given that these are the forms into which friendship has been divided, 
base people will be friends on account of what is pleasant or useful to 
them, since it is in this respect that they are alike, whereas the good will 
be friends on account of who they themselves are, in that they are good. 
The latter, then, are friends simply, whereas the former are friends inci- 
dentally and only by resembling the latter. 


CHAPTER FIVE 


Just as in the virtues, so too in friendship: some people are spoken of 
as good in reference to the characteristic they possess, others as good 
in reference to the activity they engage in. For those who live together 


26 - Or, perhaps, “in themselves.” 

27 - Here and in what immediately follows, commentators again disagree about the na- 
ture of the “likeness”: is the likeness to one another, in the respect in which they love, 
or is it to complete friendship, that is, insofar as these friendships are like the friend- 
ship of the good? 
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delight in and provide good things to one another, whereas those who 
are asleep or separated by location are not active, though they are so dis- 
posed as to be active as a friend. For location dissolves not friendship 
in the unqualified sense but rather its activity. Yet if the absence lasts a 
long time, it seems to make even the friendship forgotten, which is why 
it has been said that “indeed, many friendships the lack of contact dis- 
solves.”** 

But neither the old nor the sour types appear disposed to form friend- 
ships, for there is little that is pleasant in them, and no one is able to pass 
the day together with someone who causes him pain or who is not pleas- 
ant: nature appears to avoid most of all what is painful and to aim at what 
is pleasant. But those who approve of one another without living together 
are more like those with goodwill than like friends. For nothing so much 
belongs to friends as living together (those in need long to be benefited, 
and even the blessed long to spend their days together with others, since 
it belongs to them least of all to be solitary). But it is not possible to go 
through life with one another when people are not pleasant or do not de- 
light in the same things, which is in fact what seems to characterize the 
friendship between comrades. 

The friendship of those who are good, then, is friendship most of all, 
just as has been said many times. For what is good or pleasant in an un- 
qualified sense seems to be lovable and choiceworthy, whereas what is 
good or pleasant to each individual seems to be such only to that person. 
But a good person is lovable and choiceworthy to a good person on both 
accounts. 

Friendly affection is also like a passion, whereas friendship is like a 
characteristic: friendly affection exists no less toward inanimate things, 
whereas people reciprocate love as a matter of choice, and choice stems 
from one’s characteristic. People also wish for good things for those who 
are loved, for the sake of the loved ones themselves, not in reference to 
a passion but in accord with a characteristic. And in loving their friend, 
they love what is good for themselves, since the good person who be- 
comes a friend becomes a good for the person to whom he is a friend. 
Each one, then, both loves what is good for himself and repays in equal 
measure what they wish for the other and what is pleasant.” For it is said, 


28 - The source of this saying is unknown, and this is the only known instance of the 
word for “lack of contact” (aproségoria) in the extant Greek literature. 

29 - Some MSS read “in form” instead of “what is pleasant,” that is, those who are good 
repay either the same or proportional things. 
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“friendship is equality,’ and these things belong most of all to the friend- 
ship of those who are good. 


CHAPTER SIX 


Friendship arises less among those who are sour or old, inasmuch as they 
are surlier than others and delight less in their associations. For being 
without surliness and delighting in one’s associations seem especially to 
be marks of friendship and productive of friendship. Hence the young 
become friends swiftly, but the old do not, since people do not become 
friends with those in whom they do not delight, and neither, similarly, 
do those who are sour. But such people do have goodwill toward one 
another, for they wish for good things for one another and meet one an- 
other's needs. Yet they are still not quite friends, because they do not pass 
their days together or delight in one another, the very things that espe- 
cially seem to be marks of friendship. 

It is also not possible to be a friend to many, at least not when it comes 
to complete friendship, just as it is not possible to be in love*” with many 
at the same time either (since such love is akin to an excess, and such a 
thing naturally arises in relation to one person). It is also not easy for 
many people to be very pleasing to the same person at the same time or, 
perhaps, for many to be good. Also, one must acquire experience of the 
other person and be in the habit of living together, which is altogether dif- 
ficult. But when it comes to what is useful or pleasant, it is possible to be 
pleasing to many, since people of that sort are many and their services are 
rendered in a short time. 

Of these friendships, the one based on what is pleasant is more like 
friendship properly speaking, whenever the same things come from both 
parties and they delight in each other or in the same things; such are the 
friendships of the young, since they have more of what is liberal” in them. 
But friendship based on utility belongs to those who frequent the mar- 
ketplace. And although the blessed have no need of useful people, they 
do of pleasant ones: they wish to live with certain people, and although 
they might bear what is painful for a short time, no one could endure 


30 - Here eran, to love in the erotic sense. 

31 - The adjective (eleutherios) refers most generally to the quality or qualities that 
distinguish a “free man” (eleutheros)—above all, in the Ethics, the freedom from any 
undue or slavish attachment to money; hence the virtue of “liberality” (eleutheriotés). 
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it continuously—not even the good itself, should it be painful to him. 
Hence they seek out friends who are pleasant. Yet perhaps they ought to 
seek out the sorts of people who are good as well, and, further, good for 
them themselves: in this way all that ought to belong to friends will be 
theirs. 

But people in positions of authority appear to make use of friends who 
are divided into two groups: some are useful to them and others pleas- 
ant, though the same people are not often both. For those in authority 
seek out neither those who are pleasant and have virtue, nor those who 
are useful with a view to noble things. Rather, they seek out the witty, 
when they aim at pleasure, and the clever to do their bidding, and these 
qualities do not frequently arise in the same person. It has been said that 
the serious person is at once pleasant and useful; yet such a person does 
not become a friend to someone who exceeds him [in power], unless {the 
person in power] is also exceeded [by the serious person] in virtue. But 
if this does not occur, [the serious person] is not rendered equal [to the 
person of greater power], since he is exceeded in the relevant proportion. 
Yet [those in positions of authority] are not much accustomed to becom- 
ing these sorts [of friends to the virtuous].”” 

The friendships that have been spoken of, then, involve equality. For 
the same things come from both people involved, and they wish for the 
same things for each other, or they exchange one thing for another—for 
example, pleasure in exchange for a benefit. That these latter are friend- 
ships to a lesser degree and endure less has also been stated. Yet on ac- 
count of their likeness and unlikeness to the same thing, they seem both 
to be and not to be friendships: given their likeness to the friendship that 
accords with virtue, they appear to be friendships (for they involve either 
pleasure or utility, and these belong also to the friendship that accords 
with virtue); but insofar as the friendship of the virtuous is secure against 
slander and is stable, whereas these friendships change quickly and differ 
in many other ways, they appear not to be friendships, given their unlike- 
ness to this friendship. 


32 - We follow Aspasius’s generally accepted interpretation of this passage, but the 
Greek is obscure, and more recent commentators suggest the following: “such a per- 
son does not become a friend to one who exceeds him [in power], unless he is exceeded 
[by the powerful] also in virtue. But failing that, [the serious person] is not equalized 
by being exceeded in proportion. Yet [those in positions of authority] are not much ac- 


customed to becoming such [i.e., virtuous ].” 
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CHAPTER SEVEN 


A different form of friendship is that which is based on a superiority — 
for example, the friendship of a father for a son, and, in general, an older 
man for a younger, a husband for a wife, and every ruler for one who 
is ruled. These friendships differ from one another as well: the friend- 
ship of parents for their children is not the same as that of rulers for the 
ruled. Yet the friendship of a father for a son is not even the same as that 
of the son for the father, nor is that of a husband for a wife the same as 
that of a wife for a husband. For in each case there is a different virtue 
and work involved, and different too are the reasons why they love each 
other. Both the feelings of friendly affection and the friendships, then, 
are different. 

Each person, therefore, does not come to possess the same things from 
the other, nor ought each to seek the same things. But whenever children 
render to their parents what they owe to those who have begotten them, 
and parents [to their sons]** what they owe to their children, the friend- 
ship of such people will be stable and equitable. And in all friendships 
based on a superiority, the feelings of friendly affection too ought to be 
proportional—for example, the better person ought to be loved more 
than he loves, and so also with the more beneficial person, and similarly 
with each of the others. For whenever the friendly affection accords with 
merit, at that point equality somehow arises, which of course is held to 
belong to friendship. 

But what is equal in matters of justice does not appear to hold simi- 
larly in the case of friendship. For in matters of justice, what is equal is, 
first, what accords with merit, and, second, what accords with a certain 
quantity; in the case of friendship, however, what accords with a certain 
quantity is first, what accords with merit second. And this is clear when- 
ever a great difference arises between the friends in point of virtue, vice, 
resources, or some other thing; for not only are the parties involved no 
longer friends, but they do not even deem themselves worthy to be. This 
is most apparent in the case of the gods, for they exceed [human beings] 
in all good things to the greatest degree. But it is clear too in the case of 
kings. For those who are much inferior to kings do not deem themselves 
worthy to be friends with them, and neither do those who are worthy of 
nothing, with the best or the wisest. 


33 - Aphrase that is omitted in the best MS. 
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In these sorts of cases, then, there is no precise definition regarding 
the point up to which friends remain friends. For although many things 
may be taken away, the friendship still endures; but when someone is sep- 
arated from the other to a great degree, as is the god, then the friendship 
no longer endures. This is also why the perplexity arises as to whether 
friends perhaps never wish for the greatest goods for their friends— for 
example, for them to be gods— since then they will no longer be friends 
to them, and neither will they therefore be goods, for friends are goods. 
So if it has been nobly said that a friend wishes for the good things for the 
friend for his friend’s sake, the friend would need to remain as whatever 
sort he is. For the one friend will wish for the greatest goods for the other 
as a human being—and perhaps not all such goods, since each wishes for 
the good things for himself most of all. 


CHAPTER EIGHT 


But the many seem, on account of their love of honor,”* to wish to be 
loved more than to love. Hence the many are lovers of flattery. For the 
flatterer is a friend who is inferior, or at any rate he pretends to be infe- 
rior and to love more than he is loved. Moreover, being loved seems to be 
close to being honored, which is indeed what the many aim at. But they 
seem to choose honor not on its own account but only incidentally. For 
the many delight in being honored by those in positions of authority, on 
account of the hope thus fostered (for they suppose that they will obtain 
what they need from them; they delight in honor, therefore, as a sign of 
their faring well). 

But those who long for honor from people who are decent and who 
know them aim at confirming their own opinion of themselves. They de- 
light in honor, therefore, since they trust that they are good as a result of 
the judgment of those who say so. But they delight in being loved in it- 
self. Hence being loved would seem to be better than being honored, and 
friendship would seem to be choiceworthy in itself. But friendship seems 
to consist more in loving than in being loved. And a sign of this is moth- 
ers who delight in loving their children: some mothers give away their 
own children to be raised, and though they love them just because they 
know who they are, they do not seek to be loved in return if both are not 
possible. Rather, it seems to be enough for mothers if they see their chil- 


34 - Philotimia, the term translated as “ambition” in 4.4. 
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dren doing well; and they love them even if their children, in ignorance 
of who their mothers are, may render to them nothing of what is proper 
to a mother. 

Since friendship consists more in loving than in being loved and 
those who love their friends are praised, loving seems to be a virtue of 
friends. As a result, those in whom this arises in accord with merit are 
stable friends, as is their friendship. It is in this way especially that even 
those who are unequal might be friends, since they could be rendered 
equal [by a difference in the love offered on each side]. Equality and like- 
ness constitute friendly affection, and especially the likeness of those 
who are alike in point of virtue: since they are stable in themselves, they 
remain the same also in relation to each other, and they neither need 
base things nor offer aid of this sort; rather, they even obstruct it, so to 
speak, for it belongs to good people neither to err themselves nor to per- 
mit their friends to do so. Those who are corrupt are without steadi- 
ness, however, for they do not remain alike even to themselves; yet for 
a short time they do become friends, when they delight in each other’s 
corruption. But those who are useful and pleasant remain friends for a 
longer time, for however long they provide pleasures or benefits to each 
other. 

It seems that friendship based on utility arises especially from oppo- 
sites—for example, the friendship of a poor person with a wealthy one, 
that of an ignorant person with a knower: because the one aims at what 
he happens to need, he gives something else in return for it. Someone 
might bring in here both lover and beloved, or the beautiful and the ugly. 
Hence lovers in fact appear laughable sometimes, when they deem them- 
selves worthy to be loved as they themselves love.”” Perhaps those who are 
similarly lovable ought to be deemed worthy of such reciprocal love, but 
if they are nothing of the sort, it is laughable. 

Yet perhaps one opposite does not aim at the other opposite in itself, 
except incidentally. Rather, the longing involved is for the middle term, 
since this is good —for example, what is good for the dry is not to become 
wet but to come to the middle condition, and similarly in the case of heat 
and the rest. Now, then, let us leave aside these considerations, for indeed 
they are rather foreign to our purpose. 


35 + Although Aristotle is speaking of the lover and the beloved in the erotic sense here, 
erastés and erémenos, the verbs he uses are the passive and active of philein. 
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CHAPTER NINE 


But it seems, as was said in the beginning, that both friendship and the 
just are concerned with the same matters and are present among the 
same persons. For in every community, something just seems to exist, and 
friendship as well. At any rate, people address their shipmates and fel- 
low soldiers as friends, just as those in other communities do. And to the 
extent that people share in community, there is friendship, since to this 
extent there is also what is just. The proverb “the things of friends are in 
common’ is correct, since friendship resides in community—for broth- 
ers and comrades, all things are in common, whereas for others, only cer- 
tain definite things are in common, to a greater or lesser degree. In the 
case of friendships as well, there is greater and lesser community. 

The just things too differ, since these are not the same for parents in re- 
lation to children and for brothers in relation to one another, or for com- 
rades and for citizens, and similarly in the other friendships. The unjust 
things also differ in relation to each of them, and they increase the more 
they concern friends—for example, it is more terrible to steal money 
from a comrade than from a fellow citizen, not to aid a brother than not 
to aid a stranger, and to strike a father than to strike anyone else. It is natu- 
ral*° for what is just to increase together with friendship, on the grounds 
that justice and friendship are present among the same persons and are 
coextensive. 

But all communities are like parts of the political community, for 
people come together for a certain advantage, namely, to provide some of 
the things conducive to life. And the political community seems to come 
together from the outset, and to continue to exist, for the sake of what 
is advantageous; lawgivers aim at this and claim that the advantage held 
in common is what is just. The other communities, then, aim at a partial 
advantage —for example, sailors aim at the advantage of making money 
from sailing or some such thing; soldiers at the advantage bound up with 
war, since they long for either money, victory, or a city; and similarly too 
in the case of members of the same tribe or district. 

But some communities seem to arise on account of pleasure—like 
communities of Bacchic revelers and members of a dinner club, for these 
exist for the sake of performing a sacrifice and of getting together with 


36 - One MS reads, “what is just appears to increase together with friendship ...” 
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others. But all these seem to fall under the political community; for the 
political community aims not at the present advantage but at that per- 
taining to life as a whole, [since those engaged in political life] perform 
sacrifices and host gatherings concerning them, thereby distributing hon- 
ors to the gods and providing a pleasant rest for themselves.*”’ For the an- 
cient sacrifices and gatherings appear to take place after the harvest —for 
example, the “first fruits” —because people used to have leisure especially 
in these seasons. All communities, therefore, appear to be parts of the po- 
litical community, and the sorts of friendships will correspond with the 
different sorts of communities. 


CHAPTER TEN 


There are three forms of regime and an equal number of deviations that 
are like corruptions of the former three. The regimes are kingship, ar- 
istocracy, and a third that is based on property assessments [timéma], 
which it appears proper to speak of as “timocracy,” though most people 
are accustomed to calling it “polity.” And the best of these is kingship; 
the worst, timocracy. 

The deviation from kingship is tyranny, for while both are monarchi- 
cal, they differ the most because the tyrant looks to what is advantageous 
for himself and the king to what is advantageous for the ruled. A king is 
not someone lacking in self-sufficiency or superiority in any goods; he is, 
rather, the sort of person who is in need of nothing. He would look to 
what is beneficial, then, not for himself, but for the ruled. Were he not of 
this sort, he would be a kind of king appointed merely by lot. But tyranny 
is in this respect the opposite, for the tyrant pursues the good for him- 
self; and it is quite manifest in this case that tyranny is the most inferior 
regime, since the opposite of the best is the worst. 

The change from kingship is to tyranny, for tyranny is the base form of 
a monarchy, and the corrupt king becomes a tyrant. From aristocracy the 
change is to oligarchy as a consequence of the vice of the rulers, who dis- 


37 - The text appears to be corrupt. Bywater brackets and some editors consider an in- 
terpolation the lines “But some communities ... getting together with others,” since a 
version of this claim is restated a few lines later. The textual difficulty is tied to an in- 
terpretive question: is it the city as a whole, as opposed to a partial community, that at- 
tends to the gods and the proper sacrifices? 

38 - The Greek is the same as the general term for “regime,” politeia. It is the name that 
Aristotle gives to the third of the good regimes in his Politics (see, e.g., 1279422). 
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tribute what belongs to the city contrary to merit— that is, they distrib- 
ute all or most of the goods to themselves and the political offices always 
to the same people, since they make being wealthy their greatest concern. 
A few corrupt people rule, therefore, instead of the most decent. From 
timocracy the change is to democracy, for they share a defining feature: 
timocracy too wishes to be [rule] of the multitude, and all those who 
meet the property assessment are considered equal. Democracy is the 
least corrupt, for it deviates only slightly from the form of “polity.” The 
regimes change especially in this way, then, since in this way they change 
least and hence most easily. 

One could find likenesses and, as it were, models of the regimes in 
households too. For the community of a father in relation to his sons 
bears a resemblance to kingship, since the father cares for his children. 
And this is why Homer too addresses Zeus as “Father?” since kingship 
tends to be paternal rule. But among the Persians, the rule of the father 
is tyrannical, for he uses his sons as slaves. Tyrannical too is the rule of a 
master over slaves, since it is the advantage of the master that is achieved 
in it. This latter kind of rule, then, appears to be correct, the Persian in 
error; for over those who differ, the kinds of rule differ. 

The community of husband and wife appears to be aristocratic: the man 
rules in accord with merit regarding the things over which a man ought to 
rule, whereas all things suited to a woman, he hands over to her. The man 
who takes control of a//things turns his rule into oligarchy, for he does this 
contrary to merit and not inasmuch as it is better. Sometimes women rule, 
when they are heiresses. Their rule, therefore, arises not in accord with vir- 
tue but on account of their wealth and power, as oligarchies. 

The community of brothers is like timocracy, since they are equals, ex- 
cept insofar as they differ in their ages, which is exactly why the friendship 
is no longer brotherly if there is a great difference in age. But democracy 
is found especially in households where there is no master (since in these 
households all are on an equal footing) and in those where the ruler is 
weak and each person has license to act as he likes. 


CHAPTER ELEVEN 


Friendship appears in each of the regimes to the extent that what is just 
does as well. In a king in relation to those over whom he is king, friend- 


39 - See, e.g., Homer, Iliad 1.503. 
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ship consists in superiority in granting benefactions, for he benefits those 
over whom he is king—if in fact, being good, he cares for them so that 
they fare well, just as does a shepherd for his sheep. So it is that Homer 
too spoke of Agamemnon as the “shepherd of the people.”” But a pater- 
nal friendship is also of this sort, though it differs in the magnitude of its 
benefactions; for a father is the cause of one’s very being, which is held to 
be the greatest thing, as well as of one’s rearing and education; ancestors 
too are credited with these things. For the rule of a father over his sons is 
by nature, as is that of ancestors over their descendants and that of a king 
over those whom he rules as king. These friendships involve superiority; 
hence parents are also honored. And what is just in these cases, therefore, 
is not the same for both, but it does accord with merit, since the friend- 
ship does as well. 

The friendship of a husband for a wife is the same as that in aristoc- 
racy, for it accords with virtue, and to the better person goes more of the 
good and to each what is suited to each. So also in the case of what is just. 
The friendship of brothers is like that of comrades, for they are equals and 
similar in age, and such people for the most part have the same feelings 
and habits. Also resembling this friendship is the friendship pertaining 
to timocracy, for the citizens wish to be equals and equitable**—to rule 
in turn, therefore, and on an equal basis. Such too, therefore, is the corre- 
sponding friendship. 

In the case of the deviations, in the same way as what is just exists there 
to a small degree, so too does friendship, and it exists least of all in the 
worst one: in tyranny, there is little or no friendship. For where there 
is nothing in common for ruler and ruled, there is no friendship either, 
since what is just does not even exist, as in the cases of an artisan in rela- 
tion to his tool, the soul in relation to the body, and the master in relation 
to his slave. For all these are benefited by those who use them, but there is 
no friendship for inanimate things and nothing just pertaining to them. 
But neither is there friendship for a horse or an ox, nor for a slave inso- 
far as he is a slave: there is nothing in common, since a slave is an animate 
tool, and a tool an inanimate slave. Insofar as he is a slave, then, there is 
no friendship in relation to him, but only insofar as he is a human being, 
since there seems to be something just for every human being in relation 
to everyone able to share in law and compact. There is friendship, then, 


40 - See, e.g., ibid. 2.2.43. 
41 - Or, “decent” (epieikeis). 


BOOK 8, CHAPTER 12 [1814 


insofar as the slave is a human being. So to a small degree, friendships 
and what is just exist even in tyrannies; but in democracies, they exist to 
a greater degree, since those who are equal have many things in common. 


CHAPTER TWELVE 


Every friendship, then, involves community, as has been said. But one 
might separate out both the friendship of kinfolk and that of comrades. 
For the friendships of fellow citizens, tribesmen, sailors, and all of that 
sort seem more like communities [than friendships], since they appear 
to be based on a certain agreement among the parties—and with these 
sorts of friendships one might also assign the friendship connected with 
foreigners.” 

But the friendship of kinfolk appears to have many forms, though ev- 
ery one of them appears to depend on the paternal sort: parents feel af- 
fection for their children on the grounds that they are something of their 
own, whereas children feel affection for their parents on the grounds that 
they themselves are something that comes from them. But parents know 
what issues from them to a greater degree than their offspring know that 
they issue from their parents; and the begetter feels more united in kin- 
ship to its offspring than does the offspring to its maker, for what comes 
from the begetter itself is its own—for example, a tooth, a hair, or any- 
thing whatsoever in relation to its possessor —but the begetter is not at all 
the offspring’s own, or is such only to a lesser degree. The length of time 
involved also makes a difference, for parents immediately feel affection 
for those who are born, whereas offspring feel affection for their parents 
after a period of time, once they acquire comprehension or perception. 
From these considerations too it is clear why mothers are more loving 
[than fathers]. 

Parents, then, love children as they love themselves (for those who 
come from them are like other selves separately existing), whereas chil- 
dren love their parents on the grounds that they are born from them, 
and brothers love each other because they were born from the same par- 
ents. Their sameness in relation to these parents constitutes the sameness 
brothers share with each other, which is why people claim to be of the 
same blood, the same root, and such things. They are in some way the 
same thing, therefore, even though this same thing resides in separate 


42» See n. 18 above. 
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persons. But it is a great matter, when it comes to friendship, for both to 
have been brought up together and to be of similar age: “like age [ glad- 
dens] like age,’** and those who live together are comrades. Hence too the 
friendship of brothers is like that of comrades. First cousins and the other 
descendants are also bound by ties of kinship as a result of these things, 
since they come from the same persons. Some are closer in kinship, while 
others are more foreign by dint of being nearer to or farther from the fam- 
ily founder. 

The friendship of children for their parents, and that of human beings 
for gods, is a friendship with what is good and superior. For they have 
produced the greatest benefits: they are the causes of a child’s being and 
his rearing, and of the education of those born. And this sort of friend- 
ship affords both what is pleasant and what is useful to a greater degree 
than does that between unrelated™ persons, inasmuch as their lives have 
more in common. There are qualities of the friendship of brothers that 
are found also in the friendship of comrades. These qualities are present 
even more among those brothers who are decent and generally alike, in- 
sofar as there is a closer kinship among them and they begin having af- 
fection for one another from birth, and insofar as they share more of the 
same habits, coming as they do from the same parents and having been 
reared and educated together. Also, their testing of one another over time 
is greatest and most certain. And what conduces to friendship is present 
in proportion also among the rest of those who are kin. 

The friendship between a husband and a wife seems to be in accord 
with nature. For a human being is by nature more a coupling being than a 
political one, inasmuch as a household is earlier and more necessary than 
a city and the begetting of children is more common to animals. Among 
the other animals, then, community exists to that extent; but human be- 
ings live together not only for the sake of begetting children but also for 
the sake of the things that contribute to life, for the tasks involved are di- 
vided immediately, those of the husband being different from those of 
the wife. They assist each other, then, by putting their own things in the 
service of what is in common. For these reasons, both what is useful and 
what is pleasant seem to be found in this friendship, though there would 
be such a friendship also on account of their virtue, should they be de- 
cent. For there is a virtue belonging to each, and they would delight in a 


43 - A proverb that is quoted in its full form in the Eudemian Ethics (1238a33) and Rhet- 
oric (1371b15) as well as in Plato, Phaedrus 24.0cI-2. 
44 - Literally, “strangers” or “foreigners,” but here opposed most directly to “kin.” 
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person of a comparable sort. Children too seem to be a common bond; 
hence childless couples break up more readily, since children are a good 
common to both parents, and what is common holds things together. 

How a husband must live in relation to his wife, and, in general, a 
friend in relation to a friend, appears no different a thing to inquire into 
than how it is just to do so, for the just does not appear to be the same 
thing for a friend in relation to a friend as it is in relation to a foreigner, a 
comrade, or a schoolmate. 


CHAPTER THIRTEEN 


Now, friendships are threefold, as was said in the beginning; and in each 
case, there are friendships consisting in an equality, others based on a su- 
periority. For those who are similarly good become friends, or a good 
person befriends a worse one; and those who are pleasant and those who 
are useful become friends in like manner, whether they are equal in the 
benefits they confer or different. Those who are equal ought to love each 
other equally, in accord with the relevant equality, whereas those who are 
unequal ought to render to each what is proportional given the relevant 
superiorities. 

But accusations and blame arise in the friendship based on utility, ei- 
ther in it alone or in it especially, and with good reason. For those who 
are friends on account of their virtue are eager to benefit each other (for 
this belongs to virtue and to friendship); and since they compete with 
a view to this, there are no accusations or fights: no one is annoyed by 
someone who loves and benefits him, but if he is refined, he retaliates 
by doing some good to his friend. And since he who surpasses in doing 
good obtains what he aims at, he would not level an accusation against his 
friend, for each longs for the good. There are also not many accusations in 
the friendships based on pleasure either, since both parties come to pos- 
sess simultaneously what they long for, if they delight in going through 
life together. In fact, he who would accuse the other of not pleasing him 
would appear laughable, since it is possible for him not to spend his days 
together with him. But friendship based on utility is prone to accusa- 
tions. For those who use each other with a view to some benefit always 
want more and suppose they obtain less than what is proper. And so they 
blame the other because they do not obtain as much as they want and 
think they merit, and those who perform the benefactions are not able to 
supply as much as the recipients want. 
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It seems that, just as there is a twofold distinction in what is just— 
what is unwritten and what accords with law—so also in the friendship 
based on utility, there is the moral* friendship and the legal one. Accu- 
sations arise, then, especially when people do not dissolve the friendship 
on the same basis on which they entered into it. And the legal type of this 
friendship depends on stated terms: one kind belongs wholly to market- 
place transactions that happen immediately; another is more liberal as 
regards the time to pay but depends on an agreement that one thing is 
exchanged for another. The debt is clear and undisputed in this latter 
case, but it bears the mark of friendship because of the deferral of the pay- 
ment to the seller. For this very reason, there are no legal arbitrations of 
these agreements in some places, but people suppose instead that those 
who entered into agreements on trust ought to feel affection for each 
other. 

The moral type of this friendship, on the other hand, does not depend 
on stated terms. Instead, a gift (or whatever else) is given as toa friend; but 
the giver thinks he deserves to receive what is equal, or more than that, 
in return, on the grounds that he has not given anything but lent it. Yet if 
someone dissolves the friendship in a way different from that in which he 
entered into the agreement, the other friend will level an accusation. This 
happens because all or most people wish for noble things but choose the 
beneficial ones instead. It is a noble thing to perform a benefit without 
expecting it to be requited, but it is of course beneficial to receive a bene- 
faction. 

He who is able, therefore, must give in return the worth of what he re- 
ceived, and do so voluntarily*°— for he must not make a friend of some- 
one who is not voluntarily one. On the grounds that he erred completely 
in the beginning and was done a good deed by someone by whom he 
ought not to have been done one— for it was not done by a friend or by 
someone doing this for its own sake—he must therefore dissolve the rela- 
tion, just as if he had received a benefaction on stated terms. Anda person 


45+ This is the same adjective, éthiké, that Aristotle uses to speak of “moral virtue.” The 
“moral” type of friendship Aristotle goes on to discuss is a category within friendship 
based on utility and is not to be confused with friendship based on character simply. 

46 - Bywater brackets “and do so voluntarily,’ with some manuscript support. More- 
over, commentators dispute whether the phrase refers to the person who is returning 
the benefit—that he must do so “voluntarily”—or to the one who is receiving it—that 


he must accept it “voluntarily.” 


BOOK 8, CHAPTER 14 [185 


ought to agree to repay whatever he is able to,”” whereas if he should be 
unable to repay something, not even the giver would expect him to do so. 
Asa result, he must repay it if he can; yet at the outset, he must consider 
the person from whom he receives a benefaction and on what terms, so 
that he may submit to these terms or not. 

There is also a dispute regarding whether one ought to measure the 
benefit to the recipient and make repayment with a view to this, or to 
measure the good deed of the person who performed it. For the recipients 
assert that they received from those giving the benefaction such things as 
were small to the givers and which it was possible to receive from others, 
thus depreciating what they received. Conversely, the givers assert that 
the recipients received their greatest things, that it was not possible to get 
them from others, and that they gave them amid dangers or comparable 
situations of need. Since the friendship is based on utility, then, is the rel- 
evant measure the benefit to the recipient? For the recipient is the one in 
need, and the other aids him on the grounds that he will get back what is 
equal to the aid. The amount of aid, then, is as much as the recipient has 
been benefited; and so he must repay as much as he has partaken of, or 
even more, since doing the latter is nobler. 

But in friendships that accord with virtue, there are no accusations; 
and the choice made by the person performing the benefaction is like a 
measure, for what is authoritative in matters of virtue and character re- 
sides in the choice involved. 


CHAPTER FOURTEEN 


But differences arise also in friendships based ona superiority, since each 
thinks he is worthy of having more; and when this happens, the friend- 
ship is dissolved. For he who is better supposes that it is proper that he 
have mote, since it is proper to distribute more to a person who is good. 
Similar too is the case of the greater benefactor. For people assert that 
someone who is useless ought not to have what is equal: the relation be- 
comes a matter of charitable service and not a friendship if what comes 
from the friendship will not accord with the worth of the friend’s deeds. 
For people suppose that just as in a financial partnership, those who con- 


47 - Bywater and others suggest the following emendation: “he must repay what he 
would have agreed to repay if he was able.” 


10 


15 


20 


25 


30 


35 


1163b 


10 


15 


20 


186] BOOK 8, CHAPTER 14 


tribute more receive more, so it ought to be in friendship too. But he who 
is in need and is the inferior asserts the converse—that it belongs to a 
good friend to aid those in need; for, they assert, what advantage is there 
in being a friend of a serious or powerful person if there is no benefit to 
be enjoyed from the friendship? 

It seems, then, that each partner correctly deems himself worthy of 
something—that is, that one ought to distribute more to each of them 
from the friendship, but not more of the same thing. Rather, to the per- 
son who is superior, one ought to distribute honor, and to the one in 
need, gain. Honor is the reward of virtue and of benefaction, whereas aid 
is the gain appropriate to need. 

It appears to be this way also in the regimes. For he who provides noth- 
ing good to the community” is not honored, since what is held in com- 
mon is given to the person who benefits the community, and honor is 
held in common, For it is not possible to make money from the common 
affairs and at the same time to be honored [by the community]. No one 
puts up with having the lesser share in all things, and so people distribute 
honor to the person who [, in performing a benefaction,]| suffers a mone- 
tary loss, and they give money to the person who accepts gifts.” For what 
accords with merit equalizes and preserves friendship, as has been said. 
It is in this way too, therefore, that one must associate with those who 
are unequal; and someone who is benefited in money or virtue must give 
honor in return, thus giving back what he can. For friendship seeks what 
is possible, not what accords with the merit [of the giver]. In fact, it is not 
even possible in every case to do so, as in the honors directed toward the 
gods and parents; for no one could ever repay what they merit, though 
he who does service to them to the extent of his capacity is held to be 
decent. 

Hence too it would seem impossible for a son to renounce his father, 
but possible for a father to renounce his son. For the son must repay the 
debt, but nothing he may do is worthy of what was done for him, with the 
result that he is always in debt. But those who are owed have the capac- 
ity to discharge the debt, and certainly the father does. At the same time, 
perhaps, it seems that no father would ever cut off a son who was not of 
exceeding corruption. For even apart from their natural friendship, it is 
48 - The Greek here and in the following line is to koinon, literally “the common.” 


49 - The term (dérodokos) often has the negative connotation of one who accepts not 


just gifts but bribes. 
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characteristically human not to reject aid. Yet for the son who is corrupt, 
aiding his father is something he avoids or does not eagerly pursue. For 
the many wish to be done a good turn, but they avoid doing one on the 
grounds that that is unprofitable. 

Let what concerns these matters, then, be spoken of to this extent. 
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Book 9 


CHAPTER ONE 


In all heterogeneous’ friendships, what is proportional equalizes and 
preserves the friendship, as has been said—for example, in a political 
[friendship], the shoemaker is given in exchange for his sandals what ac- 
cords with their worth, just as is the weaver and the rest. Here, then, a le- 
gal currency has been brought in asa common measure, and so everything 
is referred to this and measured by it. 

But in erotic [love or friendship], the lover sometimes levels the accu- 
sation that although he loves” beyond measure, he is not loved in return, 
though it may so happen that he possesses nothing lovable; the beloved, 
on the other hand, often levels the accusation that his lover is not now ful- 
filling anything of all that he had earlier promised. Such accusations arise 
when the lover loves the beloved for the pleasure involved, the beloved his 
lover for his usefulness to him, and when both parties do not have what 
each wants. For the friendship based on these concerns is dissolved when 
that for the sake of which they loved each other is not attained. The affec- 
tion they felt was not for what each in himself was, but for the things each 
supplied, which are not stable; hence the friendships too are not stable. 
But the friendship based on character, being for its own sake, endures, as 
has been said. 

But people are at odds whenever they come to have something other 
than what they long for. For whenever somebody fails to obtain what he 
aims at, it is akin to his attaining nothing. For example, a person promises 


1 - Anomoioeidés, that is, friendships in which the two parties seek different kinds of ob- 
jects; for example, one seeks pleasure, the other something useful. This is the first and 
only time Aristotle uses this term to describe these sorts of friendships. 

2 - Although Aristotle is speaking about erotic love or friendship and a “lover” (erasteés), 
here and in what follows he uses philein (and related terms) rather than eran. 
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a cithara player that the better he should play, the more pay he would get; 
but at dawn, when the player demanded the fulfillment of what he had 
been promised, the other said that the player had been given pleasure in 
return for pleasure. If, then, this had been the wish of each party, it would 
have sufficed; but if the one person had wished for enjoyment and the 
other gain, and the former had received his wish whereas the latter had 
not, the terms of the partnership would not have been nobly carried out. 
For what a person happens to need, he is also intent on, and for the sake 
of the satisfaction of this need, at any rate, he will give what he does. 

But to which of the two parties does it belong to assess the worth of 
what is given: to the person who takes the initiative in giving, or to the 
one who is first in receiving? For he who takes the initiative in giving ap- 
pears to entrust this assessment to the receiver, which is in fact what they 
assert Protagoras used to do. For when he would teach anything what- 
ever, he used to bid the learner to estimate how much he held these things 
to be worth knowing, and that is the amount he used to take.’ Yet in 
such circumstances, some people are content with the “[fixed] wage for a 
man.”* But as for those who take money in advance and then do nothing 
of what they claimed, because their promises were excessive, they appro- 
priately become subject to accusations because they do not fulfill what 
they agreed to. The Sophists are compelled to do this, perhaps, because 
no one would pay money for what they know. 

Those who fail to do what they took a wage for, then, are appropri- 
ately subject to accusations. But in the circumstances in which there is no 
agreement about the service, it was said that those who take the initiative 
in giving, for their partner’s sake, do not give cause for accusation (the 
friendship that accords with virtue is of this sort); and one must make 
the repayment accord with the choice [involved in the giving] (for this is 
the choice that is the mark of a friend and of virtue). So too in the case of 
those who share in philosophy. For the worth involved is not measured in 
monetary terms, and honor could not be evenly balanced with it. But per- 
haps whatever it is possible to repay would be sufficient, just as it is with 


3 - A version of this story is told in Plato, Protagoras 328b1-c2. 
4+ The saying, given in part here, comes from Hesiod, Works and Days 368. The con- 
text is: 


Let a wage that has been stated for a man who is a friend be fixed, 
And even with your brother, while laughing, set things down before a witness, 
For, mark you, trust and mistrust alike destroy men. 
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gods and parents. Yet when the giving is not of this sort, but is done on 
some condition, then perhaps especially in this case the repayment ought 
to be what accords with the worth of what is given in the opinion of both 
parties. But if this should not happen, it would seem not only necessary 
but also just that he who was the first to receive assess it. For if the giver 
receives as much as the recipient is benefited (or however much in return 
the recipient would have given in choosing the pleasure involved), the 
giver will have received what was merited from the recipient in question. 

In fact, this is what manifestly happens when it comes to goods bought 
and sold. In some places there are laws to the effect that voluntary trans- 
actions are not subject to legal adjudication, on the grounds that it is fit- 
ting, with someone one has trusted, to dissolve the transaction [or part- 
nership] on the same terms on which one entered into it. The supposition 
is that it is more just that the person to whom something was entrusted 
assess its worth than that the one who entrusted it to him do so. For many 
things are not valued equally by those who possess them and by those 
who wish to receive them, since what is one’s own and what one gives ap- 
pears to everyone to be worth a great deal. Nevertheless, repayment is de- 
termined with a view to the amount that the recipients assess, though per- 
haps one ought not to value what something’s worth appears to be when 
the recipient possesses it, but how much he valued it before possessing it. 


CHAPTER TWO 


But there is perplexity too regarding such questions as whether one 
ought to render everything to one’s father and obey him in everything, or 
whether, when a person is sick, he ought rather to trust a doctor, or again 
whether one ought to elect as general someone with military skill. Simi- 
larly, there is also perplexity as to whether one must serve a friend more 
than a serious man, and whether one must repay a favor to a benefactor 
rather than give away something to a comrade, if both are not possible. 
Is defining all such matters precisely, then, no easy thing? For there are 
many and various differences at issue, connected with whether what is in- 
volved is great or petty, noble or necessary. 

That someone ought not to give back everything to the same person is 
not unclear; nor is it unclear that, for the most part, he must repay good 
deeds more than gratify his comrades, just as a person must pay back a 
loan to someone he owes, more than he must give away something to a 
comrade. But perhaps not even this is always so. For example, must a per- 
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son who has been ransomed from pirates pay in return the ransom of his 
ransomer, regardless of the sort of fellow he may be, or, if the ransomer 
has not been kidnapped, must he pay him back anyway if the fellow de- 
mands repayment? Or must he ransom his father [first, even if he owes 
his ransomer money]? For it would seem that a person should ransom his 
father even in preference to himself. 

Just as has been said, then, a person must in general pay back a debt. 
But if an act of giving outstrips in its nobility or necessity the repayment 
of a debt, one must incline toward these noble or necessary acts. For 
sometimes the repaying of a previous service is not even equal [or fair] — 
when someone benefits a person he knows to be serious, but the repay- 
ment is to one whom the serious person supposes to be corrupt. And in 
fact sometimes a person should not make a loan even to someone who 
has given him a loan, for the original lender, supposing that he would re- 
cover the money, made the loan to a decent person, whereas now the de- 
cent person has no hope of recovering it from his original lender, who is 
base. Accordingly, if the original lender is base in truth, then his claim to 
worthiness to receive a loan is not equal [or fair]; or, if he is not of this 
character, but people suppose him to be, they would not think it strange 
to refuse him. So it has been frequently stated, then, that arguments con- 
cerning passions and actions possess the same definiteness as those things 
with which they deal. 

It is not unclear, then, that one should not give back the same things 
to all people or all things even to one’s father, just as one does not offer 
all sacrifices even to Zeus. But since different things go to parents, broth- 
ers, comrades, and benefactors, one must distribute to each what is prop- 
erly his and fitting. People appear to do this in fact: they invite their rela- 
tives to weddings because the family line is something they share in com- 
mon, as are the actions pertaining to their family. People also suppose 
that relatives ought to gather especially at funerals for the same reason. 
It would seem as well that one ought to provide sustenance especially to 
parents, on the grounds that we are in their debt and that it is nobler thus 
to provide for those who are the causes of our being than to provide for 
ourselves. Honor too we owe to parents, just as to the gods—though not 
every honor. For we do not owe the same honor toa father as to a mother; 
nor, in turn, do we owe them the honor proper to a wise man or general; 
rather, we owe them the honor due a father and a mother respectively. To 
every old man is due the honor that accords with age, in rising and giv- 
ing him a seat at the table and such things. To comrades, in turn, and to 
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brothers is due frankness and the sharing of all things in common. And to 
relatives, fellow tribesmen, citizens, and all the rest, one must always try 
to distribute to them what is properly theirs and to compare what belongs 
to each, given their nearness in kinship and their virtue or usefulness. 
Now, such a comparison involving members of the same family is easier, 
whereas that involving people of different ones is more of a task. Nev- 
ertheless, one must not, on this account, give up the attempt but rather 
make the relevant distinctions, to the extent possible. 


CHAPTER THREE 


But there is perplexity also concerning whether or not to dissolve friend- 
ships with those who do not remain the same as they were. Since people 
are friends with a view to what is either useful or pleasant, is it nothing 
strange to dissolve the friendship when these no longer exist? For they 
used to be friends of these things; when they lose them, it is with good 
reason that they no longer love each other. But someone could level an 
accusation if another who was fond of him on account of utility or plea- 
sure was pretending to be fond of him on account of his character. For as 
we said in the beginning, most differences arise among friends when the 
sort of friends they suppose themselves to be is not the same as the sort of 
friends they actually are. When someone is deceived, then, and assumes 
that he is loved on account of his character, even though the other person 
does no such thing, he should blame himself. But when he is deceived by 
the other who is pretending, it is just to accuse the deceiver, and more 
so than to accuse those who are counterfeiting currency, insofar as the 
wrongdoing concerns a more honorable thing. 

But if someone accepts another person as good, and that other be- 
comes corrupt or seems so, must he still love him? Or is it not possible, if 
indeed not everything is lovable but only the good? For what is base is nei- 
ther lovable nor ought to be loved, since one must not be a lover of what 
is base or make oneself like a base person; and it has been said that “like is 
friend to like.” Must one, then, immediately dissolve the friendship? Or 
should one not do this in every case, but only in the case of those whose 
corruption is incurable? And as for those who can be set aright, one must 
come to their aid, more as regards their character than their property,” 
insofar as doing the former is better and belongs more to friendship. 


5 - Ousia, one’s “substance” or (in other contexts) “being.” 
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But he who dissolves the friendship in such a circumstance would not be 
held to be doing anything strange, for he was not originally a friend to a 
person of this sort. When it is not possible to rehabilitate someone who 
has changed, he keeps his distance. 

But if one person in the friendship should remain the same, while the 
other becomes more decent and in fact greatly surpasses him in virtue, 
ought the latter to treat the former as a friend? Or is this impossible? 
And where the difference is great, this impossibility becomes especially 
clear—for example, in childhood friendships. For if the one person re- 
mains a child in his understanding, whereas the other should be a most 
excellent man in this very respect, how could they be friends if they nei- 
ther are pleased by the same things nor delight in and are pained by the 
same things? For they will also not find these things in each other; but 
without such shared pleasures and pains, they would not be friends, since 
it would be impossible for them to live together. But what concerns these 
matters was spoken of. 

Must one, then, behave no differently toward the fellow than if he had 
never been a friend? One ought rather to remember the life lived together 
with him; and just as we suppose that a person ought to gratify friends 
more than foreigners, so too he must, on account of their prior friend- 
ship, render something to those who were once friends, when its dissolu- 
tion was not due to excessive corruption. 


CHAPTER FOUR 


But the marks of friendship in relation to those around us,” and by which 
friendships are defined, seem to have arisen from things pertaining to 
oneself. For people set down as a friend someone who wishes for and 
does things that are (or appear to be) good, for the other person’s sake, 
or as someone who wishes for his friend, for the friend’s own sake, to ex- 
ist and to live. This is just what mothers feel toward their children, as do 
even those who have quarreled with their friends. Some also set down as 
a friend someone who goes through life together with another and who 
chooses the same things as he does, or who shares in sufferings and joys 
with his friend. This too happens especially in the case of mothers. It is by 
certain of these criteria that in fact people define friendship. 

But each of these criteria is present in the decent person in relation to 


6 - We follow the reading of one MS, though several MSS read: “in relation to friends.” 
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himself (and in the rest insofar as they understand themselves to be de- 
cent; and it appears, just as has been said, that virtue and the serious per- 
son are the measure in each case). For this decent person is of like mind 
with himself and longs for the same things with his whole soul. Indeed, 
he both wishes for the good things for himself, that is, the things that ap- 
pear such to him, and he does them (since it belongs to a good person to 
work at what is good); and he does them for his own sake, since he acts for 
the sake of the thinking part of himself, which is in fact what each person 
seems to be. He also wishes that he himself live and be preserved, and es- 
pecially that [ part of himself ] with which he is prudent. For existence is a 
good to the serious person, and each wishes for the good things for him- 
self. Yet no one chooses to possess every good by becoming another’ — 
for even now, the god possesses the good —but rather by being whatever 
sort he is;” and it would seem that it is the thinking part that each person 
is or is most of all. Such a person also wishes to go through life with him- 
self, since he does so pleasantly: the memories of what he has done are 
delightful, his hopes for the future are good, and such things are pleas- 
ant. His thought is also well supplied with objects of contemplation. He 
shares pains as well as pleasures with himself above all, since what is pain- 
ful as well as pleasant is always the same for him and not different at dif- 
ferent times. Hence he is without regret, so to speak. And so, because each 
of these belongs to the decent person in relation to himself, and because 
he stands in relation to a friend as he does to himself—for the friend is 
another self—friendship too seems to be a certain one of these qualities 
and friends, those to whom these belong. 

As to whether or not there is friendship in relation to oneself, let us 
set this question aside for the present, though it would seem that there 
is friendship in this way insofar as [each person is] two or more, on the 


7 - We follow here several modern editors and commentators, who bracket a difficult 
phrase in the Greek that would give the following translation: “no one chooses, by be- 
coming another, that this one who has come into being possess every good.” 

8 - The phrase (kai nun) may be translated as “even now” in the sense of “now and al- 
ways’ or as “as it is,” to indicate that what is wished for already exists (if not necessarily 
for the person who is wishing for it). 

9 - Some commentators punctuate this last line differently to suggest that the remark 
regarding the god is not parenthetical and that what follows applies to the god. The 
line would then read: “for even now, the god possesses the good, but by being what- 


ever sort he is...” 
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basis of the points stated, and that the peak of friendship is like friend- 
ship toward oneself."° Yet the qualities spoken of appear to belong also 
to the many, even to those who are base. Insofar, then, as they are pleas- 
ing to themselves and assume themselves to be decent, do they share in 
these qualities? For these certainly do not belong to any who are thor- 
oughly base or act impiously; nor do they even appear to. They scarcely 
belong even to base people, for they differ with themselves and desire 
some things but wish for others—as do those who lack self-restraint, for 
instead of what seems to be good to them, those lacking self-restraint 
choose harmful pleasures. Others, in turn, through cowardice and idle- 
ness, avoid doing what they otherwise suppose to be best for themselves. 
And those who have done many terrible things and who hate themselves 
on account of their corruption, even flee living and do away with them- 
selves. Corrupt people seek to pass their days with others, but they flee 
themselves because, when by themselves, they are reminded of many odi- 
ous things and anticipate still others. When they are with others, how- 
ever, they forget. And since they possess nothing lovable, they feel in no 
way friendly toward themselves. Such people certainly do not share in ei- 
ther joys or sufferings with themselves, since their soul is torn by faction: 
one part, on account of its corruption, feels pain when abstaining from 
certain things, while another part feels pleasure; one part drags them here 
and the other drags them there, as if tearing them asunder. And ifit is not 
possible for someone to feel pain and pleasure simultaneously, the base 
person can, after a little while at least, be pained because he felt pleasure, 
and he would wish that he had not gotten pleasure from those things. For 
base people teem with regret. 

The base person, therefore, does not appear to be disposed in a friendly 
way even toward himself, because he possesses nothing lovable. If, there- 
fore, to be thus disposed is to be extremely miserable, a person must flee 


10 - The Greek term for the “peak” of friendship is huperbolé, which we elsewhere ren- 
der as “excess”; in this context it can mean the extreme of friendship in its perfection 
or preeminence, the “best and noblest friendship” (LSJ). It is not clear what “two or 
more” refers to, and some commentators think that the sentence is an interpolation, in 
which case the phrase may refer to the soul’s having two or more parts. Other commen- 
tators, who reject the idea that the sentence is an interpolation, argue that the phrase 
refers to the conditions of friendship that have just been discussed. It may mean simply 
that any given person is “two or more,’ particularly in light of what follows concerning 
those who are corrupt. 
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corruption with the utmost effort and attempt to be decent, since in this 
way he would both be disposed toward himself in a friendly way and be- 


come a friend to another. 


CHAPTER FIVE 


Goodwill resembles something friendly, but it is surely not friendship. 
For goodwill arises even in relation to those whom one does not know 
and without their being aware of it, whereas friendship does not. (These 
points too have been spoken of earlier.) But goodwill is not even friendly 
affection, because it is without intensity or longing, things that accom- 
pany friendly affection. And friendly affection goes together with the 
habit of living together, whereas goodwill arises suddenly— for example, 
it even arises for competitors, since people come to have goodwill for 
competitors and share their intent, though they would do nothing to as- 
sist them. For, just as we said, people feel goodwill suddenly and so feel 
only superficial affection. 

Goodwill seems, therefore, to be the beginning of friendship, just as 
the pleasure stemming from sight is the beginning of erotic love. For 
no one falls in love who is not first pleased by someone’s appearance— 
though a person who delights in another's looks does not for all that fall 
in love,’* except whenever he also yearns for the person who is absent 
and desires his presence. In this way, therefore, it is not possible for those 
without goodwill to become friends, but those who have goodwill do not 
for all that feel friendly affection.’* They merely wish for the good things 
for those they feel goodwill toward but would do nothing actively to as- 
sist them, nor would they even be troubled over them. Hence by way of a 
metaphor, someone might claim that goodwill is friendship that lies idle; 
but if that goodwill is prolonged over time and carries over into the habit 
of living together, it becomes friendship — though not a friendship based 
on what is useful or pleasant, for goodwill does not arise in these cases. 
For he who has received a benefaction renders goodwill in return for what 
he has received, thereby doing what is just. And he who wishes that an- 
other fare well because he hopes to be well taken care of by this person 
does not seem to have goodwill toward him but rather toward himself — 


11 - The term for “falls in love” is eran, rather than philein. Aristotle also uses here the 
terms idea and eidos to designate outward “appearance” and “looks,” terms that also 
have a technical meaning in the philosophy of Plato; see, e.g., 1.6. 

12 - Here the verb is not eran, to love in the erotic sense, but philein, to love as a friend. 
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just as he is also nota friend if he attends to that other person because that 
person is of some utility to him. On the whole, goodwill arises on account 
of virtue and a certain decency, whenever someone appears to another as 
noble or courageous or some such thing, just as we said in the case of com- 
petitors as well. 


CHAPTER SIX 


Like-mindedness’* too appears to be a mark of friendship. Hence it is not 
merely likeness of opinion, since this could belong even to those who do 
not know one another. But people do not claim that those who are of like 
mind concerning just anything whatever are like-minded —for example, 
those who are of like mind concerning the things in the heavens (for it 
is not a mark of friendship to be like-minded about these). Rather, they 
claim that cities are like-minded whenever people are of the same judg- 
ment concerning what is advantageous, choose the same things, and do 
what has been resolved in common.” It is about matters of action, there- 
fore, that people agree, and in particular about what is of great import 
and admits of belonging to both parties or to all involved. For example, 
cities are like-minded whenever it is resolved by all to make the political 
offices elective, or to conclude an alliance with the Lacedaimonians, or to 
have Pittacus rule when he too was willing to do so.’” But when each per- 
son wishes that he himself rule, as do those in The Phoenician Women,”* 
there is civil faction. For to be like-minded is not for each to have the 
same thing in mind, whatever it may be, but to have it in mind in the same 
way — for example, when both the demos and the decent have it in mind 
for the best persons to rule—since in this way what they aim at comes to 
pass for everyone. 

Like-mindedness, therefore, appears to be political friendship, just as 
it is also said to be, for it concerns advantageous things and those that 


13 - Or, “oneness of mind” (homonoia); see also 8.1. 

14 - Here and below, we translate the verb dokein in its political sense, “it is resolved,” 
which was the form in which Athenian laws were given: “It is resolved by the people 
that...” 

15 - Pittacus (ca. 640-569), considered one of the Seven Sages of Greece, was elected 
dictator of the Mytilineans during a period of civil strife. He governed for ten years, af- 
ter which he voluntarily stepped down. Aristotle refers to the “elected” dictatorship or 
tyranny of Pittacus also at Politics 1285435. 

16 - Aristotle here refers to the brothers Eteocles and Polyneices in Euripides’s play. 
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relate to life [or livelihood]. But this sort of like-mindedness is present 
among the decent, since they are like-minded both with themselves and 
with one another, being on the same page, so to speak (for with these 
sorts of people the objects of their wishing remain constant and do not 
ebb and flow like a violent strait); they also wish for what is just and what 
is advantageous, and they aim at these also in common. But it is impos- 
sible for base people to be like-minded, except to a small degree, just as 
it is impossible for them to be friends: their aim is to grasp for more of 
what is beneficial to them; but when it comes to performing labors and 
public services, they are deficient. While wishing for these beneficial 
things for himself, each of them scrutinizes his neighbor and obstructs 
him [from pursuing his wishes]. For when people do not keep watch over 
the commons, it is destroyed. It results, then, that they fall into civil fac- 
tion, compelling one another by force and not wishing to do what is just 
themselves. 


CHAPTER SEVEN 


Those who perform a benefit seem to love those who receive this benefit 
more than those who are the recipients of the benefit love those who per- 
form it, and this is investigated on the supposition that it occurs contrary 
to reason. So, to most people, it appears that one party owes a debt and 
the other is owed. Just as in the case of loans, then, where debtors wish 
that those whom they owe did not exist, whereas lenders even care for the 
preservation of their debtors, so also those who perform a benefit wish for 
the existence of those who receive it, on the grounds that they will, out of 
gratitude, do favors for them in turn, whereas the recipients are not anx- 
ious to repay the debt. 

Now, perhaps Epicharmus’’ would assert that those who say these 
things take a base view, though it seems characteristically human. For 
most people are forgetful [of favors done them] and aim more at being 
done some good than at doing it. The cause would seem to have more to 
do with nature and is not at all similar to the case of lenders: lenders feel 
no friendly affection toward their debtors but only wish that they be pre- 


17 - A Greek comic poet from Megara, of the sixth and fifth centuries. The context of 
the saying is lost, and thus it is not entirely clear whether the “base view” is a result of 
external obstacles, such as being in a bad seat in the theater, or the result of base char- 


acter. 
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served so they may recover the debt. Those who have done others some 
good, on the other hand, love and are fond of those who are the recipients 
of it, even if these recipients are not useful to them and might not be such 
later. This in fact happens with artisans, for every one of them is fond of 
his own work more than he would be loved by that work, should it come 
to have a soul; and this happens especially, perhaps, with poets, since they 
are exceedingly fond of their own poems and feel affection for them just 
as if they were their children. The case of those who perform a benefit is 
like this too, for what has received the benefit is their own work. There- 
fore, they are fond of this more than the work is of its maker. A cause of 
this is that to exist is for all people something choiceworthy and lovable, 
and we exist by means of activity (for this consists in living and acting). 
And in his activity, the maker of something somehow és the work; he 
therefore feels affection for the work because he feels affection also for his 
own existence. This is natural, for what he is in his capacity [or potential], 
the work reveals in his activity.’* But at the same time too, what pertains 
to the action involved is noble for the benefactor, so that he delights in 
the person who is its object. For the recipient, however, there is nothing 
noble in the person doing it, ” but, if anything, something advantageous, 
and this is less pleasant and lovable. What is pleasant is the activity of the 
present moment, the hope of what is to come, and the memory of what 
has been. Most pleasant, and lovable too, is what pertains to the activity. 
For him who has produced it, then, the work endures (for what is noble 
is long lasting), whereas for the recipient, its usefulness passes away. And 
the memory of noble things is pleasant, but that of useful ones is not at 
all or less so, though the reverse seems to be the case with anticipation. 
Friendly affection also resembles an active “making,” whereas being 
loved resembles a passive “undergoing,” and loving and the qualities of 
friendship attend those who excel in the action [rather than those who 
undergo it]. And further, all feel more affection for what arises through 
painful labor, just as those who have themselves acquired their money feel 
more affection for it than do those who have inherited it, for example. 
Being done some good seems to be without toil, whereas doing someone 
some good is troublesome. For these reasons too, mothers love their chil- 


18 - Aristotle uses terms here, for “capacity” (dunamis) and “activity” (energeia), that 
have a technical meaning in his Metaphysics (consider Metaphysics 1050a7), and are of- 
ten translated as “potential” (or “potentiality”) and “actuality.” 

19 - Or, perhaps, “there is nothing noble in the deed done.” 
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dren more than do fathers, for giving birth is of greater pain to them, and 
they know to a greater degree that their children are their own. And this 
would seem to be the case also with those who are benefactors. 


CHAPTER EIGHT 


But there is perplexity too as to whether one ought to love oneself most 
or someone else. For people censure those who are fondest of themselves, 
and on the grounds that these sorts of people are in disgrace, they stig- 
matize them as “self-lovers.” The base person is held to do everything for 
his own sake, and the more corrupt he is, the more he does this: people 
accuse him of doing nothing apart from what concerns his own [good].”° 
The decent person, by contrast, acts on account of what is noble; and the 
better a person he is, the more he acts on account of what is noble and for 
the sake ofa friend, while disregarding himself. 

Yet the deeds are discordant with these arguments, and not unreason- 
ably. For people assert that one ought to love one’s best friend most and 
that one’s best friend is someone who, when he wishes for good things for 
a person, does so for that person’s sake, even if no one will know about it.” 
But these are qualities present especially in the person in relation to him- 
self, and indeed so are all the other things by which a friend is defined, for 
it was said that all that characterizes friendship stems from oneself and ex- 
tends toward others. Moreover, all the proverbs are of the same judgment, 
such as “one soul,” “the things of friends are in common,’ “friendship [is| 
equality,’ and “the knee is closer to the shin.”” For all these things would 
belong to the person in relation to himself most of all: he is most a friend 
to himself, and so one ought to love oneself most. Therefore, there is un- 
derstandably perplexity as to which view it is right to follow, since both 
have credibility. 

Perhaps, then, one ought to take apart such arguments and deter- 
mine the extent to which, or in what respect, each is true. If, therefore, 


20 - Burnet suggests that the meaning of this line is that the self-lover “does nothing of 
himself,” that is, he does nothing that does not concern himself. 

21 + There is an alternate reading: “one’s best friend is someone who wishes for or 
someone for whom is wished the good things for that person’s sake.” 

22 - For the first of these proverbs, see Euripides, Orestes 1045-46. The last is given in 
inverse form, “the knee is farther off from the shin,” in Theocritus, Idylls 16.18. Aristotle 
has referred to the two other proverbs earlier: “the things of friends are in common” at 
8.9 (1159631) and “friendship is equality” at 8.5 (1157636). 
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we should grasp how each side is speaking of the self-lover, perhaps the 
matter would become clear. Now, then, those who bring self-love into re- 
proach call “self-lovers” those people who allot to themselves the greater 
share of money, honors, and bodily pleasures, for the many long for these 
things and are serious about them on the grounds that they are what is 
best; hence too such things are fought over. Those who grasp for more 
of these things gratify their desires and, in general, their passions and the 
nonrational part of their soul. Such is the character of the many. Hence 
too this familiar term of reproach has arisen from the case that mostly 
prevails, which is indeed base. Those who are self-lovers in this way, there- 
fore, are justly reproached. 

It is not unclear that the many are accustomed to saying that those who 
allot such things to themselves are self-lovers. For if someone should al- 
ways take seriously that he himself do what is just, or moderate, or what- 
ever else accords with the virtues, and, in general, if he should secure what 
is noble for himself, no one would say that he is a “self-lover” or even 
blame him. But this sort of person would seem to be more of a self-lover; 
at any rate, he allots to himself the noblest things and the greatest goods, 
he gratifies the most authoritative part of himself, and in all things he 
obeys this part. Just as a city and every other whole composed of parts 
seem to be their most authoritative part above all, so too does a human 
being. 

A self-lover, therefore, is especially that person who is fond of and grat- 
ifies this authoritative part; and he is said to be either self-restrained or 
lacking in self-restraint depending on whether or not his intellect is in 
control,” on the grounds that this part is the person himself. And those 
deeds that are accompanied by reason seem above all to be the ones done 
by people themselves, and done voluntarily. It is not unclear, then, that 
each person is this [rational] part, or is this above all, and that the decent 
person is fond of this especially. Hence he especially would bea self-lover, 
but in reference to a different form of it than the one subject to reproach. 
In fact it differs as much from this latter form as living in accord with rea- 
son differs from living in accord with passion, as much as longing for what 
is noble differs from longing for what is held to be advantageous. 

Now, all approve of and praise those who are preeminently serious 
about noble actions. And if all compete with a view to what is noble and 


23 - Elsewhere translated as “overpowers,” the verb Aristotle here uses (kratein) is 
linked to “self-restraint” (enkrateia). 
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exert themselves to the utmost to do what is noblest, then in common 
there would be all the necessities and for each individually the greatest 
goods, if in fact virtue is of such a character. As a result, the good person 
ought to be a self-lover—he will both profit himself and benefit others 
by doing noble things —but the corrupt person ought not to be—he will 
harm both himself and his neighbors, since he follows his base passions. 

In the case of the corrupt person, then, what he ought to do and what 
he actually does are in discord, whereas the decent person does what he 
ought to do. Every intellect chooses what is best for itself, and the de- 
cent person obeys the rule of his intellect. It is true, in the case of the seri- 
ous person, that he does many things for the sake of both his friends and 
his fatherland, and even dies for them if need be: he will give up money, 
honors, and, in general, the goods that are fought over, thereby secur- 
ing for himself what is noble. He would choose to feel pleasure intensely 
for a short time over feeling it mildly for a long one, to live nobly for one 
year over living in a haphazard way for many years, and to do one great 
and noble action over many small ones. This is perhaps what happens to 
those who die for others; they thus choose some great noble thing for 
themselves. They would also give away money on the condition that their 
friends will receive more of it, for while his friend gains money, he gains 
what is noble. He assigns to himself, therefore, the greater good. And the 
same holds regarding honors and political offices: he will give up all these 
things to his friend, for doing so is noble for him and praiseworthy. Un- 
derstandably, therefore, he is held to be serious, since instead of all the 
things mentioned, he chooses what is noble. But it is possible too that he 
forgo, in favor of his friend, the performance of certain [noble] actions, 
and that it is nobler for him thus to become the cause of his friend’s ac- 
tions than to perform those actions himself. In all praiseworthy things, 
therefore, the serious man manifestly allots more of the noble to himself. 
In this way, then, one should be a self-lover, as has been said; but in the 
way that the many are, one must not be. 


CHAPTER NINE 


There is a dispute too regarding the happy person, namely, whether or 
not he will need friends. For people assert that those who are blessed and 
self-sufficient have no need of friends, since the good things are theirs al- 
ready; and that, since the happy are self-sufficient, they have no need of 
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anyone in addition, whereas a friend, since he is another self, provides 
only what someone is unable to provide on his own—hence the saying, 
“when a daimon gives well, what need of friends?”™ 

Yet it seems strange to allot all that is good to the happy person, but 
not to give him friends, which are held to be the greatest of the external 
goods. If it belongs more to a friend to do some good than to be done it; 
if it is also a mark of a good man and of virtue to be a benefactor; and if it 
is nobler to do good to friends than to strangers, then the serious person 
will need those who may be done some good. Hence too it is a matter for 
investigation whether one needs friends more in good fortunes than in 
bad, on the grounds that in bad fortunes a person needs those who will 
benefit him, in good fortunes those to whom he may do some good. It is 
perhaps strange also to make the blessed person solitary: no one would 
choose to have all good things by himself, since a human being is politi- 
cal and is disposed by nature to live with others. So this too belongs to 
the happy man, for he possesses the things good by nature, and it is 
clear that it is better to pass the days together with friends and decent 
people than with strangers and people at random. For the happy man, ac- 
cordingly, there is need of friends. 

What, then, are the first set of people speaking of, and in what respect 
are they stating what is true? Or is it chat the many suppose those who are 
useful to them to be their friends? The blessed person, then, will have no 
need of these sorts of friends, since the good things belong to him. Nor, 
indeed, will he have need of those who are friends on account of what is 
pleasant, or he will only toa small degree: since his life is inherently pleas- 
ant, he has no need of pleasure from without. Yet because he has no need 
of these sorts of friends, he is held not to need friends at all. But this is 
perhaps not true. For it was said in the beginning that happiness is a cer- 
tain activity, and an activity is clearly something that comes into being 
and not something that belongs to us like a sort of possession. But if be- 
ing happy consists in living and being active; if the activity of a good per- 
son is serious and pleasant in itself, as was said in the beginning; if what 
is his own also falls among the pleasant things; and if we are better able 
to contemplate those near us than us ourselves, and their actions better 
than our own, then the actions of serious men who are friends are pleas- 
24 - Euripides, Orestes 667. A daimon was, at least in Plato, a sort of divine being in- 


habiting the realm between human beings and gods; the Greek word for “happiness” 
(eudaimonia) suggests the condition of having a good daimon on one’s side. 
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ant to those who are good (for both have things pleasant by nature).”* So 
the blessed person will need these sorts of friends, if indeed he chooses to 
contemplate actions that are decent and his own, and such are the actions 
of a good man who is a friend. 

People also suppose that the happy person ought to live pleasantly. For 
a solitary person, then, life is hard, since it is not easy to be active continu- 
ously by oneself, whereas it is easier with others and in relation to others. 
The activity of the happy person, then, will be more continuous, since it 
is pleasant in itself, which it ought to be in the case of the blessed person. 
The serious person, insofar as he is serious, delights in actions that accord 
with virtue and is disgusted by those that stem from vice, just as the musi- 
cal person is pleased by beautiful melodies and pained by bad ones. Anda 
certain training in virtue would arise from living with those who are 
good, just as Theognis too asserts.”° 

But to those examining this in a manner more bound up with nature, 
the serious friend seems to be choiceworthy by nature to a serious man, 
for what is good by nature was said to be good and pleasant in itself to 
the serious person. They define living in the case of animals as a capacity 
for perception, and in the case of human beings as a capacity for percep- 
tion or thought.” But a capacity is traced back to its activity, and what 
is authoritative resides in the activity. So it seems that living is, in the au- 
thoritative sense, perceiving or thinking. And living is among the things 
in themselves good and pleasant: it is determinate, and the determinate 
is a part of the nature of the good. What is good by nature is also good for 
the decent person, on account of which it seems to all to be pleasant. But 
one ought not to take the case of a corrupt and ruined life, or a life lived 
in pain, for this sort of life is indeterminate, as are its attributes. (In the 
remarks that follow, what concerns pains will be more apparent.) 

But if living is itself good and pleasant —as it seems to be also from the 
fact that all people, and especially the decent and blessed, long for it, since 


25 - Commentators debate the meaning of both in this sentence, some arguing that it 
refers to the serious man and his friend, others (e.g., Aquinas) that it refers to the good 
and the lovable, still others (e.g., Grant) that it refers to actions that are both decent 
and one’s own. 

26 - Theognis of Megara was a poet of the latter half of the sixth century who wrote di- 
dactic poems. At the end of the discussion of friendship (1172a13-14), Aristotle quotes 
a line from the verse to which he here refers; see also 1179b6. 

27 - Some commentators (e.g., Aquinas and Gauthier and Jolif) prefer “capacity for 
perception and thought,” but there is no basis in the extant MSS for this reading. 
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to such people life is most choiceworthy and their life is most blessed; 
and if he who sees perceives that he sees, he who hears that he hears, he 
who walks that he walks (and similarly in the other cases), then there is 
something that perceives that we are active. The result is that if we are 
perceiving something, we also perceive that we are perceiving; and if we 
are thinking, that we are thinking. And to perceive that we are perceiv- 
ing or thinking is to perceive that we exist —for to exist is to perceive or 
to think. Moreover, perceiving that one lives belongs among the things 
pleasant in themselves, for life is by nature a good thing, and to perceive 
the good present in oneself is pleasant; and living is a choiceworthy thing, 
especially to those who are good, because existing is good for them and 
pleasant, for in simultaneously perceiving what is good in itself, they feel 
pleasure. And if as the serious man stands in relation to himself, so he 
stands also in relation to a friend (for a friend is a different self )— then, 
just as one’s own existence is choiceworthy to each, so also is the existence 
of a friend, or nearly so. Existing is, as we saw, a choiceworthy thing be- 
cause of a person’s perception that he is good, and this sort of perception 
is pleasant on its own account. 

Accordingly, one ought to share in the friend’s perception that he ex- 
ists, and this would come to pass by living together and sharing in a com- 
munity of speeches and thought — for this is what living together would 
seem to mean in the case of human beings, and not as with cattle, merely 
feeding in the same place. So if, for a blessed person, existing is something 
choiceworthy in itself, since it is good by nature and pleasant, and nearly 
so too is the existence of a friend, then the friend would be among the 
choiceworthy things. But that which is choiceworthy for him ought to 
be his, or else in this respect he will be in need. Accordingly, he who will 
be happy will need serious friends. 


CHAPTER TEN 


Must one, then, make as many friends as possible? Or — just as it seems to 
have been said appropriately concerning hospitality,”* “be a host neither 
to many guests nor to none””’—will it be fitting in the case of friendship 
too, neither to be without a friend nor in turn to have excessively many 
friends? In the case of those who are friends with a view to their useful- 


28 - See book 8, n. 18 on xenia. 
29 - Hesiod, Works and Days 715. 
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ness, the point stated would seem very fitting indeed. For it is laborious 
to serve many in return, and in fact a lifetime is not sufhcient for doing 
so. Having more friends than is sufficient for one’s own life, accordingly, 
is superfluous and an impediment to living nobly. There is then no need 
of them. And with a view to pleasure too, a few friends are enough, just 
as with seasoning in food. 

But ought one to make friends with the greatest number of serious 
human beings, or is there some measure here too of the quantity con- 
ducive to friendship, just as there is in a city? For a city could not come 
into being from ten human beings, yet when there are ten times ten thou- 
sand, it is no longer a city either. The quantity in question is perhaps not 
some single number but anything between certain limits. Accordingly, 
the number of friends too is limited and is perhaps the greatest number 
someone would be able to live together with (for living together seemed 
to be most conducive to friendship). That it is impossible to live together 
with many people and to distribute oneself among them is not unclear. 
Further, one’s friends ought to be friends with one another, if all are go- 
ing to spend their days with one another, but it is a task for this to happen 
among numerous people. It is also difficult for many to share intimately 
in both joys and sufferings, for it is likely to happen that one shares simul- 
taneously the pleasure of one person and the grief of another. 

Perhaps, then, it is good not to seek to have as many friends as pos- 
sible but only as many as are sufficient with a view to living together, for it 
would seem that it is not even possible to have an intense friendship with 
many. Hence in fact it is also not possible to be passionately in love with” 
more than one person, since this love tends to be a certain extreme” of 
friendship and is directed at one person. Intense friendship, accordingly, 
is only with a few people. This also seems to be what is actually done: 
many do not become friends in the manner of close comrades, and friend- 
ships of that sort, celebrated in hymns, are spoken of in terms of pairs. But 
those who have many friends and who fall in with everyone as familiars 
seem to be friends with no one—except as fellow citizens—and people 
in fact call these types “obsequious.” Now, as fellow citizens, it is possible 
to bea friend to many without being obsequious but as a truly decent per- 
son. Yet it is not possible to be a friend to many if the friendship is based 


30 - That is, to love erotically (eran). 
31 - Or, “peak”: see also n. 10 above. 
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on virtue and on what the people involved are in themselves, and it is de- 
sirable enough to find even a few people of this sort. 


CHAPTER ELEVEN 


Does one need friends more in good fortune than in misfortune? For 
people seek them out in both cases: those who are unfortunate need aid, 
and those who are fortunate need to live together with those whom they 
will benefit, for they wish to do some good. This is more necessary, of 
course, in misfortunes; and so, in these cases, a person needs those who 
are useful to him. But friendship is nobler in good fortunes, and so it is 
that people also seek out those who are decent: it is more choiceworthy 
to benefit the decent and to pass through life with them. For the mere 
presence of friends is pleasant in both good fortunes and misfortunes, 
the pain of those who are suffering being alleviated when their friends 
share it with them. Hence too someone might be perplexed as to whether 
people share in the friend’s suffering as though taking up a load, or, rather, 
whether the presence of friends, which is pleasant, and the thought of 
their sharing in the suffering lessen the pain. But whether it is for these 
reasons, then, that those who suffer are relieved, or something else, let us 
leave aside, though the point mentioned does appear to happen. 

But the presence of friends seems to be some mixture of these consid- 
erations. For seeing friends is itself pleasant, especially for someone suf- 
fering misfortune, and is some aid in not feeling pain: both the sight of 
a friend and his speech are apt to console one, if he is tactful, since he 
knows his friend’s character and in what ways he is pleased and pained. 
Yet to perceive a friend’s being pained by one’s own misfortunes is itself 
a painful thing, for all avoid being a cause of pain to their friends. Hence 
those who are manly by nature are cautious of making friends share their 
grief, and unless such a person is excessively insensitive to pain,” he does 
not tolerate becoming a source of pain to them; on the whole, he does not 
allow them to mourn with him, since he himself is not given to lament- 


32 - The reading and translation of this phrase have occasioned much dispute among 
commentators. We adopt the suggestion of Stewart that Aristotle refers here to the po- 
tentially callous side of a manly nature, but other suggestions include those of Burnet, 
“even if he is not exceptionally resistant to pain,” and Grant, “unless there be a great 
balance of relief?” Gauthier and Jolif accept an emendation, which would produce the 
translation “unless he does not exceed in misfortune.” 
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ing. But women, and men of such a sort, delight in laments, and they love 
their friends as friends who share in their suffering. But it is clear that one 
ought to imitate the better person in everything. 

But the presence of friends in good fortunes involves both the pleasant 
conduct of one’s life and the thought that they are pleased by the good 
things that are one’s own. Hence it would seem that a person ought ea- 
gerly to invite friends to share his good fortunes (for it is a noble thing 
to be beneficent), but to hesitate to invite them to share his misfortunes, 
since one ought to share the bad things as little as possible. Hence the 
saying, “that I suffer misfortune is enough.” But a person must sum- 
mon friends especially whenever they will be put to little trouble and yet 
will greatly benefit him. Conversely, it is perhaps fitting to go to a friend 
without having to be summoned, and indeed to go eagerly to those who 
are unfortunate. For it belongs to a friend to do some good, especially for 
those in need who do not expect it: for both parties, this is nobler and 
more pleasant. It is fitting also to cooperate eagerly in the friend’s good 
fortunes—for even in these there is need of friends—but to be slow to 
request being done some good, since it is not noble to be eager to be bene- 
fited. Yet in refusing aid, one perhaps must beware ofa reputation for un- 
pleasantness, for sometimes this happens. The presence of friends, there- 
fore, appears choiceworthy in all cases. 


CHAPTER TWELVE 


Just as, then, lovers are fondest of seeing [the beloved] and choose this 
sense perception more than the rest on the grounds that love exists and 
arises especially in reference to sight, so is it similarly the case for friends 
that living together is most choiceworthy? For friendship is a commu- 
nity, and as someone is disposed toward himself, so he is disposed also to- 
ward a friend. The perception a person has about himself—namely, that 
he exists—is choiceworthy, just as is the comparable perception about 
the friend as well. The activity of this perception arises in living together, 
and the friends understandably aim at this as a result. Whatever existing 
is for each, or whatever the goal is for the sake of which they choose liv- 
ing—it is while being engaged in this that they wish to conduct their lives 
with their friends. So it is that some drink together, others play at dice, 
still others exercise and hunt together or philosophize together, all and 


33 - The source of this saying is unknown. 
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each passing their days together in whatever they are fondest of in life. For 
since they wish to live with their friends, they pursue and share in those 
things in which they suppose living together consists.”* 

Now, the friendship of base people is corrupt: they share in base things 
and, being unsteady, they come to be corrupt by becoming like one an- 
other. But the friendship of decent people is decent and is increased by 
their associating with one another. They also seem to become better by 
engaging in activity together and by correcting one another, for they take 
an imprint from one another of the qualities they find pleasing. Hence 
the saying “noble things from noble people.”*”’ 

Let what concerns friendship, then, be stated up to this point. Follow- 
ing next in order would be to go through what concerns pleasure. 


34 - There is some dispute among commentators about the final phrase, “in which they 
suppose living together consists,” which Gauthier and Jolif argue is a pleonasm. Burnet, 
for example, argues for the reading of one MS: “they do these things and share in them 
as they are able.” Gauthier and Jolif suggest: “they do these things and share in those in 
which they suppose life consists”; Bekker: “they do these things and share in those 
in which they suppose living well consists.” 

35 - Theognis, v. 35, referred to by Aristotle also in 9.9. The term translated as “noble” 
here is not kalos but esthlos, which can also mean (morally) “good.” 


10 


15 


1172a20 


25 


30 


35 


1172b 


Book 10 


CHAPTER ONE 


Perhaps it follows next, after these matters, to go through what concerns 
pleasure. For pleasure especially seems to be closely bound up with the 
genus [of human beings]—hence people educate the young by steering 
them by means of pleasure and pain. And with a view to the virtue of 
character, the greatest consideration seems to be delighting in what one 
ought and hating what one ought, since these extend throughout life as 
a whole, having a weight and capacity that bear on virtue as well as the 
happy life. For people choose the pleasant things but avoid the painful. 

It would seem that what concerns such matters ought least of all to 
be passed by, especially since they admit of much dispute. For some say 
that pleasure is the good, others that pleasure is, to the contrary, an alto- 
gether base thing—some of these latter perhaps because they have been 
persuaded that pleasure is such in fact, others because they suppose it to 
be better with a view to our life to declare that pleasure is among the base 
things, even if it is not. For the many, they suppose, tend toward it and 
are in fact enslaved to pleasure. Hence one ought to lead them toward its 
contrary, since in this way they might arrive at the middle. 

But this may not be nobly stated. For arguments concerning matters 
of passions and actions carry less conviction than do the relevant deeds. 
Whenever, then, such arguments are discordant with what is perceived, 
they are treated with contempt and undermine the truth. Should some- 
one who blames pleasure ever be seen aiming at it, he is held to incline 
toward it, because he holds every pleasure to be good. For the drawing of 
precise distinctions does not belong to the many. It is the true arguments, 
then, that seem most useful, not only with a view to knowledge but also 
with a view to life. For since true arguments are in harmony with the 
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deeds, they carry conviction; hence they prompt those who understand 
them to live in accord with them. 

But enough about such things. Let us proceed to what has been said 
about pleasure. 


CHAPTER TWO 


Now, Eudoxus’ thought that the good was pleasure, because he saw that 
all things aim at itc—things both rational and nonrational—and that, in 
all cases, what is choiceworthy is what is fitting,” and what is especially 
choiceworthy, most excellent. So the fact that all are borne toward the 
same thing reveals, he thought, that this is what is best for all (for each 
discovers what is good for itself, just as it does also its nourishment); and 
what is good for all and what all things aim at is the good. 

His arguments carried conviction more because of the virtue of his 
character than on their own account, for he seemed to be moderate to a 
distinguished degree. Indeed, he seemed to say these things, not because 
he was a friend of pleasure, but rather because he thought that such was 
the case in truth. 

He also thought the matter no less apparent from the contrary consid- 
eration: pain by itself is something that all avoid, as indeed its contrary 
is similarly choiceworthy. What is especially choiceworthy is that which 
we choose neither on account of nor for the sake of something else, and 
pleasure is agreed to be of this character. For, on the grounds that plea- 
sure is by itself choiceworthy, nobody asks for the sake of what someone 
feels pleasure. Moreover, adding pleasure to any good whatever —for ex- 
ample, to acting justly and being moderate— makes that good thing more 
choiceworthy, whereas the good is increased only by itself. 

This latter argument, at any rate, does seem to affirm that pleasure is 
among the good things— but not that it is so more than any other good. 
For every good thing, when accompanied by another good, is more 
choiceworthy than when taken on its own. Indeed, by this sort of argu- 
ment, Plato too establishes, by way of refutation, that the good is not 
pleasure: the pleasant life is more choiceworthy with prudence than with- 
out it; and if the mixture of prudence and pleasure is superior to plea- 
1 - Eudoxus was a philosopher from Cnidos (ca. 390-340), best known for his stud- 


ies in geometry and astronomy. 
2- To epieikes, elsewhere translated as “decency,” “equity” or “the equitable.” 


10 


15 


20 


25 


30 


35 


1173a 


10 


15 


212] BOOK 10, CHAPTER 3 


sure alone, pleasure is not the good, for the good does not become more 
choiceworthy through the addition of anything to it.* And it is clear that 
anything that does become more choiceworthy, when accompanied by 
one of the things good in themselves, would not be the good either. What 
thing, then, is of this sort, a thing in which we too may share? For it is 
some such thing that is being sought. 

Those who hold the opposed view, that a good is not what all things 
aim at, make no sense. For what is held by all to be the case is what we 
assert to be so, and one who denies this conviction will hardly speak in 
a manner apt to produce greater conviction. For if it is only beings de- 
void of intelligence that strive for pleasures, what they say would make 
some sense; but if intelligent ones do too, how would they make any 
sense? And perhaps even in the base [animals], there is something natu- 
rally good that is superior to’ them and that aims at the good proper to 
them. 

As for what concerns the contrary of pleasure, it does not seem to be 
stated nobly either. For they deny that if pain is bad, pleasure is therefore 
good: one bad thing, they say, can be opposed to another bad thing, and 
both can be opposed to something that is neither good nor bad. In these 
respects they do not speak badly—and yet they do not grasp the truth, at 
least not in the cases mentioned. For if both pleasure and pain were bad, 
we ought also to avoid both; if both were neither good nor bad, we ought 
to avoid neither, or avoid each alike.’ But as things stand, people® mani- 
festly avoid pain, on the grounds that it is bad, and choose pleasure, on 
the grounds that it is good; and so in this way each is in fact opposed to 
the other. 


CHAPTER THREE 


And again, if pleasure is not a quality, it does not on this account fail to 
be among the good things. For virtuous activities are not qualities either, 
nor is happiness [, and yet they are clearly good]. 


3 - Consider Plato, Philebus 20e-22e, 60a and following. 

4 - Or, perhaps, “stronger than” (kreitton). 

5 - The last clause attempts to translate a single adverb (homoiés); it might also mean: 
“or avoid and choose them both alike.” 

6+ Literally, “they”: Aristotle may still have in mind the critics of Eudoxus, though he 
frequently uses verbs in the third person plural to speak of people in general. 
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People also say that the good is limited’ but pleasure unlimited,® be- 
cause it admits of degrees, the more and the less. Now, if they make this 
judgment as a result of their experience of feeling pleasure, the same will 
hold also for justice and the other virtues, with reference to which people 
plainly assert that some are of such-and-such a quality and act’ in accord 
with the virtues to a greater or lesser degree: there are those who are more 
just and courageous than others, and it is possible both to act justly and to 
be moderate to a greater or lesser degree. But if they make this judgment 
by recourse to the pleasures, they may fail to state the cause of this—if 
some pleasures are unmixed, others mixed." And what prevents the case 
of pleasure from being like that of health, which, although it is limited, 
admits of degrees, the more and the less? For the proportion that consti- 
tutes health is not the same in all people, nor is some one proportion al- 
ways present in the same person. Rather, even when it slackens, the pro- 
portion remains present up to a certain point and varies in degree, more 
and less. What concerns pleasure also admits of being of such a kind. 

In positing that the good is also complete," whereas motions and pro- 
cesses of coming-into-being are incomplete, they attempt to affirm that 
pleasure is a motion and a process of coming-into-being. But even their 
statement that pleasure isa motion does not seemanoble one; for quickness 
and slowness seem to be properties of every motion— if not of motion in 
itself (for example, the motion of the cosmos), then relative to something 


7 + Or, “defined,” “definite,” “determinate” (béristhai), here and throughout this sec- 
tion. 

8 - Or, “undefined,” “indefinite,” “indeterminate” (aoriston), here and throughout this 
section. 

9 - The verb act does not appear in the MSS but is a modern emendation, accepted by 
Bywater; the whole phrase “and act in accord with the virtues” may be an extraneous 
gloss meant to explain the phrase translated as “with reference to which.” 

10 - In addition to having a variant reading, the text here is quite compressed, even for 
Aristotle, and admits of different interpretations. For example, some scholars maintain 
that the final clause of the sentence states Aristotle’s own account of the possible cause 
of the unlimited or indefinite character of (some) pleasures (Apostle); others, that it 
expresses a reason why the would-be critics of pleasure fail to state the cause of the sup- 
posed unlimitedness of pleasure—because they fail to take into account the distinc- 
tion between mixed and unmixed pleasures (Irwin); still others, that the clause repeats 
a premise held by the critics themselves, one that further complicates their own posi- 
tion (e.g., Aquinas, Stewart, Gauthier and Jolif). 

11 - Or, “perfect” (teleion). 
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else. But neither quickness nor slowness belongs to pleasure. For it is pos- 
sible to enter quickly into the state of feeling pleasure, just as it is possible 
to become angry quickly; but it is not possible to feel a given pleasure 
quickly, not even in relation to another person, as is the case with walk- 
ing and growing and all things of that sort. It is possible, then, to undergo 
a change in one’s pleasure either quickly or slowly, but it is not possible 
to undergo the activity pertaining to it quickly—I mean feeling the plea- 
sure itself. 

And how would pleasure be a process of coming-into-being? For, it 
seems, not any chance thing comes into being out of any chance thing, 
but rather that out of which a thing comes into being is that into which 
it is dissolved —and pain should be the destruction of that thing whose 
coming-into-being is pleasure. 

They also say that pain is a deficiency in one’s natural condition and 
that pleasure is a replenishment [or restoration] of it. But these are things 
experienced by the body. So if pleasure is a replenishment of our natural 
condition, then that in which the replenishment occurs would also feel 
the pleasure. This would therefore be the body. Yet this seems not to be 
the case. And neither is the replenishment pleasure, therefore, although 
someone would feel pleasure when the replenishment is taking place and 
would be pained when being cut.'* This opinion seems to have arisen 
from the pains and pleasures associated with nourishment, for as people 
become depleted and feel pain in anticipation, they feel pleasure at the 
replenishment. But this does not happen in the case of all pleasures. For 
the pleasures associated with learning are free of pain, and among the 
pleasures related to sense perception, those of smell are free of pain too, 
in addition to many sounds, sights, memories, and hopes. Of what, then, 
will these be the coming-into-being? For no depletion has arisen of which 
there could then be a replenishment. 

And against those who adduce the most disgraceful of the pleasures 


12 - Editors have questioned the reading of the MSS here and suggested different inter- 
pretations of and indeed alternatives to it. Some hold that Aristotle is referring to the 
undergoing of a surgical operation, as the word (temnomenos) can mean (e.g., Burnet); 
Gauthier and Jolif suggest that he means simply a cut resulting from a grievous accident 
(referring also to Plato, Timaeus 64d and 6s5b). The point would be this: although the 
body undergoes the replenishment or the cutting, it is not or not simply the body that 
feels the resulting pleasure or pain but rather the person as a whole, body and soul. Still 
other editors suggest emendations that would read in translation: “when he is under- 
going emptying [depletion]. 
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[to prove that pleasure is not good], someone might say that these are 
not pleasures. For if they are pleasant to people in a bad condition, one 
should not suppose that they are in fact pleasant, except to such people, 
just as one should not suppose either that things that are healthful or 
sweet or bitter to sickly people—or again, things that appear white to 
those with diseased eyes—are such in fact. Or someone might speak in 
this way: the pleasures are choiceworthy, but not when they arise from 
those things, at any rate—just as being wealthy is choiceworthy, but not 
by betraying someone, and so is being healthy, but not by eating just any- 
thing whatever. Or [someone might say]: the pleasures differ in form.” 
For the pleasures arising from noble things are different from those aris- 
ing from what is shameful; and it is not possible to feel the pleasure as- 
sociated with what is just for someone who is not just or to feel the plea- 
sure of what is musical for someone unmusical, and similarly with the rest 
as well. 

Moreover, that the friend is different from the flatterer seems to make 
it apparent that pleasure is not good or that it differs in form from what 
is good. For the friend seems to keep our company with a view to what is 
good, the flatterer with a view to pleasure; and as the latter is blamed, so 
people praise the former, on the grounds that each is keeping company 
with a view to different things. And nobody would choose to live out his 
life with the intelligence of a child, even if he should take pleasure to the 
greatest possible extent in things that children enjoy; nor would anyone 
choose to delight in doing something utterly shameful, even if he should 
never feel any pain thereby. We would also take seriously many things, 
even if they should bring us no pleasure—for example, seeing, remember- 
ing, knowing, possessing the virtues. And if pleasures necessarily follow 
from these, that makes no difference at all: we would choose them even if 
we were to receive no pleasure from them. 

That pleasure is not the good,”* then, and not every pleasure choice- 
worthy, seems to be clear, as is also that there are some pleasures choice- 
worthy in themselves that differ from others in form or in the things that 
give rise to them. 

Let this be an adequate statement, then, of what is said about pleasure 
and pain. 


13 - Eidos: see the glossary. 

14 + Gauthier and Jolif argue for the deletion of the article accompanying the word. 
good, a reading supported by some MSS: “That neither pleasure is (a) good, then, nor 
every pleasure...” 
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CHAPTER FOUR 


But what or what sort ofa thing pleasure is would become more manifest 
to those who take it up from the beginning. 

For the act of seeing seems to be complete at any given moment: see- 
ing is not deficient in anything that could subsequently come into being 
so as to complete its form. And pleasure too seems to be a thing of this 
sort, for it is something whole; no one could at a given moment experi- 
ence a pleasure whose form will be completed, provided the pleasure lasts 
longer. Hence pleasure is not a motion either. For every motion occurs 
in time and is bound up with some end—for example, the building of a 
house’’—and is complete when it accomplishes what it is aiming at, ei- 
ther in the whole of the time in question or at that moment [of comple- 
tion]. But all motions, considered in their parts and at any moment, are 
incomplete and differ in form from the whole and from one another: the 
putting together of the stones is different from the fluting of the pillar, 
and these are different from the construction of the temple. In fact, the 
construction of the temple is complete (for it lacks nothing with a view 
to the task proposed), but the construction of the foundation and of the 
triglyph’® are incomplete, for each is but a part. They differ, then, in form, 
and it is not possible to find a motion that is complete in its form at any 
given moment, but, if ever, only in the whole time involved. 

Similar is the case of walking and the rest of the motions. For if loco- 
motion is motion from somewhere to somewhere, there are differences 
in point of form belonging to locomotion too: flying, walking, jumping, 
and things of that sort. And not only is this the case, but there are differ- 
ences in point of form even in walking itself: the places one starts from 
and heads toward are not the same in the case of the whole racecourse and 
one of its parts, or in this or that part of it, nor is traversing this line here 
the same as traversing that one there. For not only does one cross over a 
line, but a line that is also in a given place, this line being in a different 


15 - We read, with Burnet and against the MSS, “the building of a house” (oikodomia) 
rather than “the art of house-building” (oikodomiké), on the grounds that “the MS. 
reading ... is due to the following kai [‘and’] which has disappeared from all the MSS. 
but [one]. We do not want the art here, but the process” (Burnet). 

16 - Aterm from Doric architecture, the triglyph was a “three-grooved tablet placed at 
equal distances along the frieze” (LSJ, s.v.)—a decorative detail, in short, that would 
presumably be among the last stages of construction, as distinguished from the foun- 
dation. 
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place from that one. What concerns motion has been spoken of precisely 
elsewhere,” but it does seem that it is not complete at any given moment; 
rather, there are many incomplete motions that also differ in form, if in 
fact the points from which and toward which one moves constitute the 
form of the motion. But of pleasure the form is complete at any given mo- 
ment. It is clear, then, that pleasure and motion would be different from 
each other, pleasure being something that is both a whole and complete. 

This would seem to be the case also from the fact that it is not possible 
to be in motion except over time, whereas it is possible so to feel pleasure, 
for what resides in the “right now” in the case of pleasure is something 
whole. And from these considerations, it is clear too that when people 
say that pleasure is motion or a process of coming-into-being, they do 
not speak nobly. For these motions or processes are not spoken of in the 
case of all things, but only in the case of things that are parts and not 
wholes: there is no coming-into-being of the act of seeing, of a mathemat- 
ical point, or ofa numerical unit, and of none of these is there any motion 
or coming-into-being. So neither is there in the case of pleasure, for it is 
something whole. 

Every sense perception is active in relation to the thing perceived, and 
it is active in a complete way when it is in a good condition with a view to 
the noblest of the things subject to sense perception (for such especially 
seems to be complete activity; and let it make no difference whether one 
says that the perception itself is active or that in which it resides is so). 
In each particular case,”* then, that activity is best that belongs to what 
is in the best condition with a view to the most excellent of the things 
falling under its purview; and this would be what is most complete and 
most pleasant. For in the case of every sense perception (and similarly 
also with thinking and contemplation), there exists a corresponding plea- 
sure; but the most complete perception is most pleasant, and the most 
complete perception is the one belonging to what is in a good condi- 
tion and directed toward what is most serious among the things in its 
purview. 

Pleasure also completes the relevant activity. But pleasure does not 
complete it in the same manner as do the thing perceived and sense per- 


17 - See, e.g., Physics, book 3. 

18 - The reading of the MSS, defended by Gauthier and Jolif. Most modern editors 
follow a reading—erroneously attributed to pseudo-Alexander of Aphrodisias, ac- 
cording to Gauthier and Jolif—that would read in translation: “As regards each sense 
perception, then...” 
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ception when they are of serious worth, just as health and the physician are 
not in similar ways the cause of one’s being healthy either. But that plea- 
sure arises in the case of each sense perception is clear (for we assert that 
things seen and things heard are pleasant); it is clear too that this is espe- 
cially so whenever the perception is most excellent and is active in relation 
to something of the same sort. When both the thing perceived and that 
which perceives are of this most excellent sort, there will always be plea- 
sure —when, that is, something that will act as well as something that will 
be acted on are present. And pleasure completes the activity, not in the 
manner ofa characteristic that is already inherent in it, but asa certain end 
that supervenes on it—as, for example, the bloom of youth supervenes on 
those in the prime of life. For so long, then, as both the intelligible or per- 
ceptible thing and that which forms a judgment or contemplates are such 
as they ought to be, there will be pleasure in the activity. For when both 
that which is acted on and that which acts remain what they are and have 
the same relation to each other, the same thing naturally arises. 

How is it, then, that no one feels pleasure continuously? Or does one 
grow weary? For nothing characteristically human has the capacity to 
engage in continuous activity. Pleasure too, then, does not arise contin- 
uously, since it follows the activity. And some things, because they are 
novel, do give delight, but later on they do not do so as much, and for the 
same reason. For at first our thinking is roused and active to the utmost 
degree regarding them—as is the case with sight, when people stare at 
something—but subsequently the activity involved is not of such inten- 
sity but has instead become relaxed. Hence the pleasure involved too is 
dimmed. 

But someone might suppose that all strive for pleasure, because all also 
aim at being alive. Living is a certain activity, and each engages in an ac- 
tivity concerned with and by means of those things he is especially fond 
of—the musical person, for example, engages, by means of hearing, in an 
activity concerned with melodies; the lover of learning engages, by means 
of thinking, in an activity concerned with the objects of contemplation; 
and so on with each of the rest. Pleasure also completes the activities, as 
indeed it does in being alive, which people long for. It is reasonable, then, 
that they aim also at pleasure, since it completes for each what it is to be 
alive, which is a choiceworthy thing. 

As to whether we choose to live on account of the pleasure involved or 
choose the pleasure on account of our being alive, let that be dismissed at 
present. For these things appear to be yoked together and not to admit 
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of separation: without activity, pleasure does not arise, and pleasure com- 
pletes every activity. 


CHAPTER FIVE 


So it is that pleasures seem to differ in form from one another as well. 
For we suppose that things different in form are completed by different 
things: so it appears with natural things and those made by art—for ex- 
ample, animals, trees, a drawing, a statue, a house, and a utensil. In a simi- 
lar way too, activities different in form are completed by things different 
in form: the activities bound up with thinking differ from those related to 
sense perceptions, and they themselves differ from one another in point 
of form. So too, then, do the pleasures that complete them. 

This would be apparent also from the fact that each pleasure is closely 
bound up with the activity that it completes, for the pleasure proper to 
the activity helps increase it: those who engage in an activity with plea- 
sure judge each particular better and are more precise about it. For ex- 
ample, those who delight in practicing geometry become skilled geome- 
ters and grasp each particular better, and in the same way, lovers of music, 
lovers of house building, and each of the rest advance their respective 
work because they delight in it. The pleasures help increase the activities, 
and things that help increase something are proper to it; but when things 
differ in form, what is proper to them also differs in form. 

This would be still more apparent from the fact that given activities 
are impeded by the pleasures arising from other activities: those who love 
the aulos are incapable of paying attention to speeches if they overhear 
someone playing the aulos, because they take greater delight in the art of 
aulos playing than they do in the activity before them. The pleasure deriv- 
ing from the art of aulos playing, then, spoils the activity concerned with 
speech. A similar thing happens also in other cases, whenever someone is 
simultaneously engaged in two activities. For the more pleasant activity 
dislodges the less pleasant one; and if it differs greatly in point of pleasure, 
it does this all the more, such that one ceases to be engaged in the other 
activity at all. Hence when we take intense delight in anything whatever, 
we hardly do anything else; and when the satisfaction we receive from 
some things is mild, we turn to other things—for example, those who eat 
sweets in the theaters do so especially when the actors are poor. But since 
the pleasure proper to the activities adds precision to them and makes 
them longer lasting and better, whereas alien pleasures ruin them, it is 
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clear that there is a great difference between the two kinds of pleasure. 
For the alien pleasures pretty much do what in fact the pains belonging 
to the activities do: the pains belonging to the activities spoil the activi- 
ties. For example, if writing is unpleasant and indeed painful to someone, 
or doing calculations, then he does not write or do calculations because 
the activity is painful. As regards a given activity, then, the contrary thing 
results from the pleasures or pains proper to it; and those are proper to it 
that arise from the activity itself, whereas the alien pleasures, as has been 
said, accomplish something comparable to the relevant pain: they spoil 
the activity, albeit not in the same way. 

Moreover, since the activities differ in point of decency and baseness, 
and some are choiceworthy, others to be avoided, and still others are nei- 
ther the one nor the other, the pleasures involved too are similar. For in the 
case of each activity, there is a pleasure proper to it: the pleasure proper toa 
serious activity, then, is decent; that to a base one, corrupt. For desires too 
are praised when they are for noble things, but when for shameful things, 
they are blamed. But the pleasures residing in the activities themselves are 
to a greater degree proper to them than are the longings [from which the 
activities in question arise]; for the longings involved are distinct from the 
activities both in time and by nature, whereas the pleasures are closely akin 
to the activities and are in fact so indistinct from them that there is a dis- 
pute whether the activity and the pleasure are one and the same. And yet it 
does not seem, at any rate, that pleasure is thinking or sense perception — 
that would be strange— but because they are not separate, they appear to 
some people to be the same. Just as there are different activities, then, so 
too are there different pleasures. Sight differs from’” touch in point of pu- 
rity, and hearing and smell from taste. So the pleasures involved too dif- 
fer in a similar way, the pleasures of thinking differing from those of the 
senses —in fact, each of these latter differs from one another as well. 

It seems too that there is a pleasure proper to each animal, as there is 
also a work, for the pleasure accords with the activity. This too would be 
apparent to someone who contemplates each case: the pleasures belong- 
ing to a horse, a dog, and a human being are each different, just as Hera- 
clitus” asserts that donkeys would choose rubbish over gold, for to don- 


19 - The verb (diapherein) can also mean “is superior to.” 

20 - Heraclitus of Ephesus was among the most prominent of the pre-Socratic philos- 
ophers, perhaps best known for his doctrine of the logos at work in the cosmos. The 
line here quoted or paraphrased appears as Bg in Diels-Kranz, Die Fragmente der Vor- 
sokratiker. 
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keys nourishment is more pleasant than gold. The pleasures, then, that 
belong to things differing in form, themselves differ in form, and it is rea- 
sonable that the pleasures belonging to the same things do not differ. But 
the pleasures do vary to no small degree in the case of human beings, at 
any rate: the same things cause delight to some and pain to others, and 
things painful to and hated by some are pleasant to and loved by others. 
This happens even in the case of sweets: the same things are not held to 
be sweet by the feverish person and by the healthy one, nor is the same 
thing held to be warm by a sickly person and by one in good condition, 
as happens similarly also in other cases. But in a// such circumstances, 
what appears to a serious person seems to be the case in fact; and if this 
is nobly stated, as indeed it seems to be, and [if] virtue and the good hu- 
man being, insofar as he is good, are the measure of each thing, then the 
pleasures that appear to him would be pleasures in fact, and the pleasant 
things would be those in which he delights. But if what is disagreeable 
to him appears pleasant to someone else, that is nothing to be wondered 
at. For there are many things that cause the ruin and maiming of human 
beings; and although these are not pleasant in fact, they are pleasant to 
such people when they are in sucha condition. As for the pleasures agreed 
to be shameful, then, it is clear that one ought not to assert that they are 
pleasures, except to those who have been ruined. 

And as for those pleasures held to be decent, which ones, or ones of 
what sort, ought to be said to belong to a human being? Or is this clear 
on the basis of the activities? For it is these that the pleasures follow. 
Whether, then, the activities belonging to a complete and blessed man are 
one or more than one, the pleasures that complete these activities could 
be said to be, in an authoritative sense, the pleasures belonging to a hu- 
man being, the remaining pleasures being such only in a secondary or 
much lesser sense, as are also the respective activities. 


CHAPTER SIX 


Since what pertains to the virtues has been stated, as well as what per- 
tains to friendships and pleasures, it remains to go through in outline 
what concerns happiness, since we posit it as the end of human concerns. 

Now, for those who take up again the points stated previously, the ar- 
gument would be briefer. We said, then, that happiness is not a character- 
istic, for in that case it could be present even to someone asleep through- 
out his life, living the life of plants, and to someone undergoing the 
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greatest misfortunes. So if these consequences are not satisfactory, and 
one must instead posit happiness as residing in a certain activity, just as 
was said in what came before, and [if | some activities are necessary and 
choiceworthy for the sake of other things, whereas other activities are 
choiceworthy in themselves, then it is clear that one must posit happiness 
as being among the activities that are choiceworthy in themselves and not 
for the sake of something else. For happiness is in need of nothing but is 
self-sufficient. And the activities choiceworthy in themselves are those 
from which nothing beyond the activity itself is sought; the actions that 
accord with virtue are held to be of this sort, for the doing of noble and 
serious things is held to be among the things choiceworthy for their own 
sake. 

But so too are the pleasures of play. For people do not choose these 
pleasures for the sake of other things: people are more harmed than ben- 
efited by them, when they neglect their bodies and property in pursuit of 
them. And the majority” of those deemed to be happy seek refuge in such 
ways of conducting one’s life.” Thus those who have a certain charming 
dexterity in these ways are well regarded by tyrants, for they make them- 
selves pleasant in the very things the tyrants are after, and such are the 
sort of people tyrants need. These pleasures, then, seem apt to produce 
happiness, because those in positions of authority devote their leisure to 
them. But perhaps people of that sort are not proof of anything. For nei- 
ther virtue nor intellect, from which the serious activities arise, consists 
in the exercise of authority. And if they, who have not tasted pure and lib- 
eral” pleasure, seek refuge in the bodily pleasures, one should not on this 
account suppose that such pleasures are the more choiceworthy ones. For 
children too suppose that what is honored among themselves is most ex- 
cellent. So it is reasonable that, just as different things appear honorable 
to children and to men, so also do they to base human beings and to the 
decent. As has been said many times, then, what is honorable and pleas- 


21 + Literally “the many” (hoi polloi), with its negative connotation. 

22 - This phrase attempts to capture the meaning of a single Greek word, diagogé (here 
in the plural). Its most literal meaning is “carrying through,” and it can have the ex- 
tended sense of the conduct of one’s life, its way or course, hence also a manner of pass- 
ing time. We decline to use the traditional translation “pastime,” chiefly because this 
term suggests slight or trivial activities, whereas Aristotle proves to have in mind quite 
weighty, and perhaps the weightiest, activities for a human being. See also 4.8 n. 36. 
23 + That is, a pleasure marked by freedom or belonging to a free human being 
(eleuththerios). 
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ant to the serious person is such in fact; for each person, the most choice- 
worthy activity is the one that accords with the characteristic proper to 
him, and for the serious person, of course, that activity is the one that ac- 
cords with virtue. 

Happiness, therefore, does not consist in play. For it would be strange if 
our end were play, and if we exert ourselves and suffer bad things through 
the whole of life for the sake of playing. For we choose everything, so to 
speak, for the sake of something else— except happiness, for it is an end. 
And it appears that to be serious and to labor for the sake of play is fool- 
ish and excessively childish.” 

But to play so that one may be serious, as Anacharsis”’ has it, seems to 
be correct. For play resembles relaxation, and because people are inca- 
pable of laboring continuously, they need relaxation. Relaxation, then, is 
not an end: it arises for the sake of activity. The happy life also seems to 
accord with virtue, and this is the life that seems to be accompanied by 
seriousness but not to consist in play. We also say that serious things are 
better than those that prompt laughter and are accompanied by play, and 
that the activity of the better part or better human being is always the 
more serious one. The activity of what is better, moreover, is superior and 
so more apt to produce happiness. And any chance person whatever, even 
a slave, might enjoy the bodily pleasures no less than the best person en- 
joys them; but nobody attributes to a slave a share in happiness if he does 
not attribute to him a share even in [his own] life. For happiness does not 
consist in such ways of conducting one’s life, but rather in the activities 
that accord with virtue, just as was said previously as well. 


CHAPTER SEVEN 


If happiness is an activity in accord with virtue, it is reasonable that it 
would accord with the most excellent virtue, and this would be the virtue 
belonging to what is best. So whether this is the intellect or something 
else that seems naturally to rule, to command, and to possess intelligence 
concerning what is noble and divine, whether it itself is in fact divine or 
the most divine of the things in us—the activity of this, in accord with 


24 - The adjective childish ( paidikon) is closely related to the word for “play” ( paidia); 
both have as their root the word for “child” (pais). 

25 - Among the traditional Seven Wise Men of Greece, Anacharsis was a Scythian royal 
prince of the sixth century who made his way to Athens and there befriended Solon; 
see Herodotus 4.76-77, as well as Diogenes Laertius 1.101-2. 
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the virtue proper to it, would be complete happiness. And that this activ- 
ity is contemplative has been said. 

This would also seem to be in agreement both with the points made 
before and with the truth. For this activity is the most excellent” one: 
the intellect is the most excellent of the things in us, and the things with 
which the intellect is concerned are the most excellent of the things that 
can be known. Further, this activity is most continuous, for we are more 
able to contemplate continuously than we are to do anything else what- 
ever. We also suppose that pleasure must be mixed into happiness, and the 
most pleasant of the activities in accord with virtue is agreed to be the one 
that pertains to wisdom. At any rate, philosophy seems to have pleasures 
that are wondrous in purity and stability, and it is reasonable that those 
who are knowers conduct their lives”’ with greater pleasure than do those 
who are seeking knowledge. 

The self-sufficiency spoken of would pertain especially to the contem- 
plative life. For a wise person, a just person, and all the others are in need 
of the necessities of life. But when these necessities have been supplied 
sufficiently, the just person needs others toward whom and with whom 
he will act justly, and similarly with the moderate person, the courageous, 
and each of the rest. The wise person, by contrast, is capable of contem- 
plating even when by himself, and the wiser he is, the more capable of do- 
ing so he will be. And though it is perhaps better to have those with whom 
he may work, nonetheless he is most self-sufficient. In addition, contem- 
plation alone would seem to be cherished for its own sake, for nothing 
comes into being from it apart from the contemplating itself; but from 
matters bound up with action, we gain something, to a greater or lesser 
degree, apart from the action itself. 

Happiness, moreover, is held to reside in leisure;”* for we are occupied 
or are without leisure” so that we may be at leisure, and we wage war so 
that we may be at peace. The activity of the virtues bound up with action, 
then, consists in matters of either politics or war, and the actions con- 
cerned with these seem to be without leisure. This is altogether the case 
with warlike actions. For nobody chooses to wage war, or even prepares 


23 ¢ 


26 - Or, perhaps, “strongest,” “most powerful” (kratisté). 

27 « Diagégeé: see n. 22 above. 

28 - So we consistently translate the Greek term scholé, from which is derived the term 
school—where one goes when free of the necessity of work. 

29 - This phrase translates a single verb whose root, ascholia, is the contrary of scholé 
(leisure: see the preceding note). 
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for war, for the sake of waging war: a person would seem to be altogether 
bloodthirsty if he should make enemies of his friends so that battles and 
slaughter might arise. But the activity of the politician too is without lei- 
sure: quite apart from the politician’s engaging as a fellow citizen in po- 
litical life, his activity looks to gain positions of authority and political 
office, or at any rate to gain the happiness of the politician himself and 
of his fellow citizens, which is something other than the political activity 
and which we clearly seek out on the grounds that this happiness is some- 
thing other than that activity. 

So, if, among the virtuous actions, the political and warlike ones are 
preeminent in nobility and greatness, they are nonetheless without lei- 
sure and aim at some end—that is, they are not choiceworthy for their 
own sake—whereas the activity of the intellect, because it is contempla- 
tive, seems to be superior™’ in seriousness, to aim at no end apart from it- 
self, and to have a pleasure proper to it (and this pleasure helps increase 
the activity), such that what is self-sufficient, characterized by leisure, and 
not subject to weariness to the extent possible for a human being, and all 
else that falls to the lot of the blessed person, manifestly accord with this 
contemplative activity—if all this is so, then this activity would consti- 
tute the complete happiness of a human being. Provided, that is, that it 
goes together with a complete span of life, for there is nothing incomplete 
in what belongs to happiness. 

But a life of this sort would exceed what is human. For it is not inso- 
far as he is a human being that a person will live in this way, but insofar as 
there is something divine present in him. And this divine thing is as far 
superior to the composite thing as its activity is superior to the activity 
that accords with the other virtue.” So if the intellect is something di- 
vine in comparison to the human being, the life in accord with this intel- 
lect would also be divine in comparison to the human life. But one ought 
not—as some recommend —to think only about human things because 
one is a human being, nor only about mortal things because one is mor- 
tal, but rather to make oneself immortal, insofar as that is possible, and to 
do all that bears on living in accord with what is the most excellent of the 
things in oneself. For although that most excellent thing is small in bulk, 
in point of its capacity and the honor due it, it prevails by far over every- 
thing. And it would seem that each person even is this thing, if in fact it 


30 - Or, “to differ” (see n. 19 above). 
31 - That is, moral virtue. The phrase appears again in the first sentence of 10.8. 
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is what is authoritative and better in him. It would be strange, then, ifa 
person should not choose the life that is his own but rather that of some- 
thing else. What was said before fits well now too, for what is proper to 
each is by nature most excellent and most pleasant for each. And so fora 
human being, this is the life that accords with the intellect, if in fact this 
especially zs a human being. This life, therefore, is also the happiest. 


CHAPTER EIGHT 


But the life that accords with the other virtue is happy in a secondary way. 
For the activities that accord with such virtue are characteristically human 
ones: it is in relation to one another that we do what is just, courageous, 
and whatever else accords with the virtues, by observing closely what is 
fitting for each person in contracts, necessary services, and all manner 
of actions, as well as in matters involving the passions; and all these con- 
cerns appear to be characteristically human. Some of them seem even to 
result from the body, and the virtue of one’s character seems in many re- 
spects to be closely bound up with the passions. Prudence too is yoked to 
the virtue of one’s character, and it to prudence, ifin fact the principles of 
prudence are in accord with the moral virtues and what is correct in the 
moral virtues accords with prudence. These virtues, moreover, in being 
knit together with the passions, would be concerned with what is com- 
posite in us, and the virtues of this composite thing are characteristically 
human. Such too, then, would be both the life and the happiness that ac- 
cord with these virtues. But the happiness belonging to the intellect is 
separate. Let this much be said about it. For to be very precise about it is 
a greater task than what has been proposed. 

Contemplative virtue would also seem to need little in the way of ex- 
ternal equipment, or less than does moral virtue. Let the need of both for 
the necessities even be equal (though in fact the politician labors more 
over what concerns the body and other things of that sort); in this respect 
there might be only a small difference between them, but when it comes 
to the activities, [moral and contemplative,] there will be a great differ- 
ence. For the liberal person will need money with a view to doing what 
is liberal; the just person too will need money, for making repayments 
(a person’s wishes are immanifest, and even the unjust pretend that they 
wish to act justly); the courageous person will need power, if in fact he 
will bring to completion anything that accords with his virtue; and the 
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moderate person will need license [to act immoderately]. For how else 
will he, or any of the others, be manifest? 

It is also disputed whether the more authoritative thing in virtue is 
the choice or the actions involved, on the grounds that virtue is found in 
both things—indeed it is clear that the complete thing would be found 
in both. But with a view to actions, much is needed; and the greater and 
nobler the actions are, the more things would be needed. But for the per- 
son who contemplates, there is no need of any of these sorts of things, at 
least not with a view to the activity itself; rather, such things are even im- 
pediments, as it were, when it comes to contemplation. But insofar as he 
is a human being and lives together with a number of others, he chooses 
to do what accords with virtue. He will need such things, then, with a 
view to living as a human being.” 

But that complete happiness is a certain contemplative activity would 
appear also from this: we have supposed that the gods especially are 
blessed and happy—but what sort of actions ought we to assign to them? 
Just acts? Or will they appear laughable as they make contracts, return 
deposits, and do anything else of that sore? But what about courageous 
acts?** Do the gods endure frightening things and run risks, because do- 
ing so is noble? Or liberal acts? But to whom will they give? And it is 
strange if they too will have legal currency or something of that sort. And 
what would their moderate acts be? Or is the praise, “they do not have 
base desires,’ a crude one? All that pertains to actions would appear, to 
those who go through it, petty and unworthy of gods. 

Yet all people have supposed that the gods are alive, at least, and there- 
fore active; for surely one does not suppose that they are asleep, like 
Endymion.” So for one who is living, when his acting is taken away, and, 
still more, his making something, what remains except contemplation? 
As a result, the activity of the god, because it is superior in blessedness, 
would be contemplative. And so in the case of the human activities, the 
one that is most akin to this would be most characterized by happiness. 
A sign of this is also that the rest of the animals do not share in happiness, 


32 - This phrase translates a rare verb (anthrépeuesthai), which may suggest living as a 
mere human being (as distinguished from a god or divine being, for example). 

33 - Many editors posit a lacuna in the text here and have proposed various emenda- 
tions or suggestions. We translate the reading of the MSS. 

34 - A handsome king beloved by the Moon, Endymion is said to have slept everlast- 
ingly, perhaps as a result of Zeus'’s gift. 
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because they are completely deprived of such an activity. For to the gods, 
life as a whole is blessed; but to human beings, it is blessed to the extent 
that something resembling such an activity is available. But none of the 
other animals are happy, since they in no way share in contemplation. 
Happiness, then, is also coextensive with contemplation; and the more 
contemplation is possible for some, the happier they are—not acciden- 
tally but in reference to the contemplation. For it is in itself honorable. 
Asa result, happiness would be a certain contemplation. 

But for one who is a human being, external prosperity will also be 
needed. For human nature is not self-sufficient with a view to contem- 
plating, but the body must be healthy as well, and nourishment and other 
such kinds of care must be available. Yet one ought not to suppose, at 
least, that he who will be happy will need many or great things, just be- 
cause it is not possible to be blessed in the absence of external goods. 
For self-sufficiency does not consist in excess, and neither does action, 
it being possible even for someone who does not rule land and sea to do 
noble things. In fact, someone would be able to act in accord with virtue 
even from measured means. (It is possible to see this plainly, since private 
persons seem to act decently no less than those in positions of power— 
rather, they seem to do so even more.) And having this much available is 
sufficient, for the happy life will belong to someone who is active in ac- 
cord with virtue. 

Solon too, in like fashion, nobly afhirmed who the happy are, when he 
said that they are those with a measured amount of external equipment 
who have done the noblest things, as he supposed,” and lived moder- 
ately: it is possible for those who possess a measured amount of equip- 
ment to do what they ought. It also seems that Anaxagoras too did not 
suppose the happy person to be rich or politically powerful, when he said 
that it would be nothing to wonder at if such a person [who is neither 
rich nor powerful] should appear strange to the many. For they judge by 
external things, because they perceive only these. So the opinions of the 
wise seem to be in agreement with the arguments adduced. 

Such considerations, then, foster a certain conviction, but the truth 
in matters of action is judged from deeds and from life, for it is in these 
that the authoritative criterion resides. One ought, then, to examine what 
has been stated previously by applying it to deeds and to life; and should 


35 - The phrase translated “as he supposed” is questioned by some editors but is pres- 
ent in the MSS. For Solon’s sentiment, consider Herodotus 1.30. 
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what has been said be in harmony with the deeds, one ought to accept 
it, but should it be discordant, one ought to take the remarks to be mere 
speeches. 

But the person who is active in accord with the intellect, who cares 
for this and is in the best condition regarding it, also seems to be dear- 
est to the gods.”* For if there is a certain care for human things on the 
part of gods, as in fact there is held to be, it would also be reasonable for 
gods to delight in what is best and most akin to them—this would be 
the intellect—and to benefit in return those who cherish this above all 
and honor it, on the grounds that these latter are caring for what is dear 
to gods as well as acting correctly and nobly. And that all these things 
are available to the wise person especially is not unclear. He is dearest 
to the gods, therefore, and it is likely that this same person is also hap- 
piest. As a result, in this way too, the wise person would be especially 


happy.” 


CHAPTER NINE 


If, then, what concerns these matters, as well as the virtues and, further, 
what concerns friendship and pleasure, have been sufficiently stated in 
outline, ought one to suppose that the task chosen has reached its end? 
Or, just as is said to be the case, is the end in matters of action not contem- 
plating each thing in turn and understanding it, but rather doing them? 
And so is knowing about virtue not sufficient either, but is it necessary 
instead to try to possess the virtues and make use of them, unless we be- 
come good in some other way? 

Now, if speeches were sufficient by themselves to make people decent, 
they would justly fetch “much pay and great,” as Theognis has it, and one 
ought to pay it. But as things stand, speeches appear to have the capacity 
to exhort and to incite those youths who are free,”* and to make someone 
who has a wellborn character and is truly a lover of what is noble recep- 
tive to virtue. Yet speeches are incapable of exhorting the many to nobil- 
ity and goodness.” For the many are not naturally obedient to the gover- 


36 - The phrase “dearest to the gods” translates a single Greek word (theophilestatos), 
one that leaves it unclear whether there is one or more than one god in question. “Dear- 
est to the divine” is another possible translation. 

37 - Or, perhaps, “in this way too, the wise person especially would be happy.” 

38 - Or, “liberal” (eleutherious). 

39 - Or, “to gentlemanliness” (kalokagathia). 


25 


30 


35 
1179b 


10 


15 


20 


25 


30 


35 


1180a 


230] BOOK 10, CHAPTER 9 


nance supplied by a sense of shame” but rather to that supplied by fear, 
and they do not naturally abstain from base things because of the shame- 
fulness involved but do so rather because of the vengeance that may be 
exacted. For since they live by passion, they pursue the pleasures that are 
theirs, together with what gives rise to those pleasures, and they avoid 
the opposing pains. As for what is noble and truly pleasant, they do not 
have even a conception of it, never having tasted it. So what speech might 
reform people of this sort? For it is not possible, or not easy, to alter by 
means of speech what has long been enforced by their characters." But 
perhaps it is a desirable enough thing if, when everything through which 
we are held to become decent is present, we might have some share in 
virtue. 

Some suppose that people become good by nature, others that we do 
so by habit, still others that it is through teaching. Now, as for what comes 
from nature, it is clear that it is not present due to us; rather, it is pres- 
ent through certain divine causes for those who are truly fortunate. And 
speech and teaching never prevail in a// cases, but the soul of the stu- 
dent* must be prepared beforehand by means of habits so as to feel de- 
light and hatred in a noble way, just as must land that will nourish the 
seed. For someone who lives according to passion would not listen to a 
speech meant to deter him, nor in turn would he even comprehend it. 
And how is it possible to change a person of that sort by means of per- 
suasion? In general, passion seems to yield not to speech but to force. 
So there must first be an underlying character that is somehow appro- 
priate for virtue, one that feels affection for the noble and disgust at the 
shameful. 

To obtain from childhood a correct upbringing with a view to virtue 
is difficult for someone not reared under laws of the requisite sort. For 
living in a moderate and controlled way is not pleasant to the many, es- 
pecially the young. Hence by means of laws, the rearing and the regular 
practices involved must have already been put into the proper order, for 
once these become habitual, they will not be painful. And, in like manner, 
it is not sufficient if people when they are young attain the correct rearing 
and care; rather, once they have reached adulthood, they must also make 


40 - The word here is aidés (reverence, awe, respect) rather than to aischron (the shame- 
ful, ugly), which appears in the next clause. 

41 - Another reading, based on an ancient translation, is possible: “enforced by their 
habits” (ethesi rather than éthesi of the MSS). 

42 - Literally, “the listener” or “auditor.” 
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a practice of these things and be thus habituated. And for these matters— 
indeed, for life as a whole more generally—we would need laws. For the 
many obey the governance of necessity more than of speech [/ogos], and 
of punishments more than of what is noble. Hence some suppose that 
legislators ought to encourage people in the direction of virtue and ex- 
hort them to act for the sake of what is noble, on the grounds that those 
who have been decently guided beforehand by means of habits will be 
obedient, whereas for those who are disobedient and too deficient in na- 
ture, they suppose the legislators ought to inflict on them various chas- 
tisements as well as acts of vengeance; the wholly incurable, they ought 
to banish. For, they suppose, someone who lives decently, with a view 
to what is noble, will be obedient to the governance of speech [Jogos], 
whereas someone who strives for pleasure in a base manner must be chas- 
tised by means of pain, like a beast of burden. Hence they also assert that 
there ought to be such pains as are especially opposed to the pleasures a 
person is fond of. If, then, as was said, the person who will be good must 
be reared and habituated in a noble manner, and subsequently live his life 
in this way, with decent regular practices, and do nothing base, whether 
involuntary or voluntary, then these things will come to pass for those 
people who live in accord with a certain intellect and a correct ordering, 
provided such an ordering has strength behind it. 

Now, the command characteristic of a father does not have such 
strength or compulsion behind it, nor indeed does the command of one 
man in general, unless he is a king or something of that sort. But the law 
does have a compulsory power, it being speech [/ogos] that proceeds from 
a certain prudence and intellect. And though people hate those other hu- 
man beings who oppose their impulses, even if the latter are correct to 
do so, the law is not invidious when it orders what is equitable.** Only in 
the city of the Lacedaimonians™ (or it together with a few others) is the 
legislator held to have taken care for the rearing and the regular practices 
of the citizens. But in most cities, what concerns such things has been ut- 
terly neglected, and each lives as he wishes, “laying down the sacred law 
for children and wife” in the manner of the Cyclops.” The most excellent 


43 - Or, “decent” or “fitting” (to epieikes). 

44» That is, the Spartans. For Aristotle’s harsh assessment of the Spartan rearing and 
education, consider Politics 2.9. 

45 + See Homer, Odyssey 9.112-15, as well as Aristotle, Politics 1252b22—23. The root 
of the participle used here is themis, not the usual nomos, and can suggest divine or 
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thing, then, is for the public” care to be correct.” But when cities utterly 
neglect the public care, it would seem appropriate for each individual to 
contribute to the virtue of his own offspring and friends, or at least to 
make the choice to do so. 

Yet, on the basis of what has been said, it would seem that a person is 
more able to do this by becoming a skilled legislator. For it is clear that the 
public care comes into being through laws, and decent care through seri- 
ous laws. But whether these laws are written or unwritten would seem to 
make no difference, nor whether, through them, one person or many will 
be educated, just as it does not matter either in the case of music or gym- 
nastic and the other practices, For just as it is the laws and customs” that 
hold sway in cities, so also it is the speeches and habits of the father that do 
so in households—and these latter to a greater degree, on account of the 
kinship and the benefactions involved, for from the outset household 
members feel affection for one another and are readily obedient by nature. 

Further, individual educations also differ from public ones, just as the 
case of medicine suggests. For rest and fasting are generally advantageous 
to someone with a fever but perhaps are not to a given person. And the 
skilled boxer, in like manner, does not prescribe to all the same kind of 
fighting. So it might seem that what pertains to each person would be 
more precise when there is a private care involved, for in that case each at- 
tains what is suitable to a greater degree. But a doctor, gymnastic trainer, 
and anyone else would best exercise care in the individual case by know- 
ing what applies to all and what applies to this or that sort of person (for 
the sciences are said to be, and are, concerned with what is common or 
universal). Of course, nothing prevents someone—even someone with- 
out scientific knowledge —from exercising a noble care for a certain in- 
dividual, provided that he has, through experience, contemplated in a 
precise way the results for each, just as even some people seem to be their 
own best doctors but are unable to aid another at all. 

Yet it might seem to be no less necessary, at least for someone who 


46 + Or, “common” (koine). 

47 - The MSS have at this point a phrase that would produce the translation: “and ca- 
pable of doing this,” but most editors, following Bywater, delete it and move it to the 
place indicated in n. 48 below. 

48 - Bywater suggests moving the phrase indicated in the preceding note such that the 
latter half of the present sentence would read: “to the virtue of his own children and 
friends, and to be capable of doing this, or at least to make the choice to do so.” 

49 - Or, “characters” (éthé), as elsewhere. See the glossary as well as book 1, n.14. 
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wishes to become skilled in a given art or in contemplation, to proceed 
to the universal and become acquainted also with this to the extent pos- 
sible. For it was said that it is with the universal that the sciences are con- 
cerned. And perhaps it is necessary also for someone who wishes to make 
others better through his care, whether these be many or few, to attempt 
to become a skilled legislator, ifit should be through laws that we become 
good. For it does not belong to just any chance person to inculcate a noble 
disposition in whoever happens to be set before him; rather, if this be- 
longs to anyone, it would be toa knower, just as with medicine and what- 
ever else has a certain care and prudence associated with it. 

Is it necessary, then, after this, to examine from what source, or how, 
someone might become askilled legislator? Or is it (just as in other cases) 
from those who are skilled politicians? For this legislative skill seemed to 
bea part of the political art.*° Or does the same thing appear not to per- 
tain in the case of the political art as in that of the other sciences and ca- 
pacities? For in those others, it is manifestly the same people who both 
transmit the capacities in question and are engaged in the correspond- 
ing activities—for example, doctors and painters. But as for matters of 
politics, the Sophists profess to teach them, but none of them undertake 
political actions. It is rather those who are engaged in political life who 
would seem to do this by dint of a certain capacity and experience rather 
than by means of thought. For they manifestly neither write nor speak 
about such things (though perhaps this would be nobler than making 
speeches for courtrooms and popular assemblies), nor in turn have they 
made their own sons or any of their friends into skilled politicians. But 
this would be a reasonable thing to do, if they were so able. For there is 
nothing better they could have bequeathed to the cities, nor is there any- 
thing they would have chosen to possess for themselves—or indeed for 
those dearest to them — other than a capacity of this kind. Yet experience 
does seem to make no small contribution, for otherwise people would not 
have become skilled politicians through living together with others in a 
political community.”* Hence those who aim at knowing about the politi- 
cal art seem to need experience in addition. 


50 - The reference would seem to be to 1141b2 4-26 and context. 

51+ The final phrase here includes a word (sunétheia) that can mean living (or herding) 
together, or the habits formed from such communal living. The same word appears also 
at a crucial place in Plato’s Meno (76d8), a dialogue that bears directly on Aristotle’s ar- 
gument here concerning the special — if limited —skill of the politician: consider Plato, 
Meno 96d and following. 
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But those Sophists who profess to teach the political art appear to be 
very far indeed from doing so. For in general they do not even know what 
sort of a thing it is or with what sorts of things it is concerned: otherwise 

15 they would not have posited it as being the same thing as rhetoric—or 
even inferior to it—nor would they have supposed that legislating is an 
easy thing, by simply putting together a collection of the well-regarded 
laws. For, they suppose, it is easy to pick out the best laws—as if the se- 
lection were not a part of the comprehension involved and as if the cor- 
rect judging of them were not the greatest thing, just as it is in music. 

20 For those with the relevant experience in each thing judge the works in- 
volved correctly, and they comprehend through what or how the works 
are brought to completion and what sorts of things are in harmony with 
what. For the inexperienced, it is desirable enough if it does not entirely 
escape their notice whether the work has been done well or badly, as in 
the art of painting. But laws are like works [or products] of the political 

1181b art. How, then, would someone become a skilled legislator as a result of 
those collections of well-regarded laws or judge the best laws? For physi- 

cians too do not appear to come into being as a result of reading treatises, 
although such treatises attempt, at least, to state not only the treatments 

5  butalso, by distinguishing the various characteristics of each patient, how 
physicians might cure each of them, and how they ought to treat them. 

These treatises do seem profitable to those with experience, but they are 

useless to those without the requisite knowledge. Perhaps, then, collec- 

tions of both laws and regimes would be of good use to those who are ca- 

pable of contemplating and judging what is noble (or its contrary) and 

10 what sorts of things accord with which circumstances. As for those with- 
out this characteristic who go through such collections, it would not fall 
to them to judge nobly (unless they should happen to do so accidentally), 
though they might perhaps thereby gain greater comprehension of these 
matters. 

Now, since those prior to us have left undiscovered what pertains to 
legislation, it is perhaps better for us to investigate it ourselves—and in- 
deed what concerns the regime in general—so that, to the extent of our 

15 capacity, the philosophy concerning human affairs might be completed. 
First, then, let us attempt to go over whatever partial point has been no- 
bly stated by our predecessors; and then, on the basis of the regimes col- 
lected together, let us attempt to contemplate what sorts of things pre- 
serve and destroy cities, what sorts of things do so for each of the regimes, 
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and through what causes some regimes are governed nobly, others in the 

contrary way. For once these matters have been contemplated, we might 

perhaps understand better also what sort of regime is best, and how each 

regime has been ordered, and by making use of what laws and customs. 
With this as our beginning, then, let us speak. 


20 


INTERPRETIVE ESSAY 


Of the great many texts devoted to identifying the best way of life for a 
human being, the Nicomachean Ethics of Aristotle is surely the most fa- 
mous and influential — if we exclude those writings that, looking beyond 
what unaided human reason can discover, claim to offer divinely inspired 
or revealed knowledge: “He has told you, O mortal, what is good; and 
what does the Lord require of you but to do justice, and to love kindness, 
and to walk humbly with your God?” (Micah 6:8). Aristotle never heard 
this injunction, of course, but had he done so, he could not have agreed 
with it, let alone simply deferred to it. For Aristotle raises as a question 
central to his “philosophy of human affairs” (1181b15) what the highest 
human good is, and in so doing he declines to rely on the authoritative 
answer given him by gods and human beings living together —that is, by 
the political community (consider 1145a10-11, 1094a24-28). Similarly, 
he fails to include humility (or sense of shame) as one of the eleven moral 
virtues (4.9), to say nothing now of his exclusion from that list of piety 
itself. As for justice and kindness, these certainly do find counterparts in 
Aristotle’s account of the good life (consider books 5 and 4.5—6). But be- 
cause he finally ranks contemplative virtue above every moral virtue, jus- 
tice and kindness cannot occupy, in the life that Aristotle argues is best, 
the place they hold in the life commanded by the Hebrew Bible, by the 
God of Abraham. 

Still, this disagreement between Aristotle and the Bible is unlikely to 
constitute an insurmountable obstacle in our time to taking the Nico- 
machean Ethics seriously. A greater problem, perhaps, is posed by the last- 
ing effects of the victory of a new “philosophy of human affairs” that be- 
gan with a vigorous assault on precisely Aristotle: “scarce anything can be 
more absurdly said in natural Philosophy, than that which now is called 
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Aristotle's Metaphysics, nor more repugnant to Government, than much 
of that he hath said in his Politics; nor more ignorantly, than a great part 
of his Ethics” (Thomas Hobbes, Leviathan, chap. 46). For, contrary to 
Aristotle, Hobbes argues that we are not by nature political animals; that 
there is no justice grounded in nature; and that there is no highest hu- 
man good accessible to human reason, on the grounds that the very words 
“good, evil, and contemptible are ever used with relation to the person 
that useth them, there being nothing simply and absolutely so, nor any 
common rule of good and evil to be taken from the nature of the objects 
themselves” (ibid., chap. 6). And yet the new approach to political philos- 
ophy that Hobbes helped inaugurate has recently lost much of its appeal 
and all of its evident, not to say self-evident, character. We are witnesses 
to the collapse of confidence in human reason, the very tool intended by 
Hobbes and his great successors to enlighten the world and so to liberate 
us from both the rule of “unpleasing priests” and the darkness of “vain 
philosophy.” This collapse is surely disorienting. But it also permits us to 
raise as a serious question —as a question whose answer cannot be known 
in advance—whether the modern assault on premodern philosophy was 
in every respect justified or whether it remains possible for human reason 
to discover, in the manner indicated by Aristotle, the good or indeed best 
way of life. 

In support of this possibility, we offer the following remarks on Aris- 
totle’s Nicomachean Ethics. Our intention is not to provide a compre- 
hensive commentary but to clarify some of the central arguments of this 
work and our interpretive approach to them. To this end, we begin with 
a fairly close exploration of book 1 and, in particular, of Aristotle’s man- 
ner of writing—a discussion that is fundamental to our understanding 
of how to read his Ezhics. We then take up the other books with a view to 
outlining key themes or questions: the problem of happiness; the relation 
to happiness of moral virtue, and especially the two “complete” virtues, 
greatness of soul and justice; the status of prudence; the role of friendship 
in the good life; the possibility that pleasure is the human good; and the 
final ranking of moral and contemplative virtue. 


ON HAPPINESS AND THE HUMAN GOOD (BOOK 1) 


The first book of the Nicomachean Ethics demands our attention in part 
because it serves as the proper introduction to Aristotle’s “philosophy of 
human affairs” as a whole, which he sets forth in the Ethics and Polstics 
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taken together. But book 1 is of crucial importance above all on account 
of its analysis of our longing for happiness or of what precisely we mean 
when we give voice to our deepest hope for happiness, together with 
the remarkable way in which it sketches the serious alternatives available 
to us. 

Book 1 is noteworthy also for the great caution Aristotle exercises there 
in accomplishing these tasks, a caution born of the sensitivity or deli- 
cacy characteristic of anyone who sees the significance of the difficulties 
at hand. Aristotle offers in book 1 an “official” and profoundly attrac- 
tive solution to the problem of happiness—but a solution that is, as he 
knew it to be, finally inadequate to meet the challenge as he himself sets 
it out. This admittedly strange procedure can be defended on the follow- 
ing grounds: by offering an alluring but ultimately unsatisfactory answer 
to what proves to be the human problem, Aristotle at once satisfies those 
who accept this answer and encourages the unsatisfied to think through 
for themselves the difficulty in all its gravity. He thereby encourages these 
latter also to consider the principal alternatives to resolving the problem 
of happiness, alternatives that, however attractive, each have their short- 
comings or costs. 


Aristotle's Manner of Writing as Exemplified in Book 1 


Our thesis implies that Aristotle’s manner of writing is unusually complex 
and subtle. That Aristotle’s procedure is marked by peculiarities, includ- 
ing everything from apparently needless repetition and digression to out- 
right self-contradiction, is clear even from a glance at the text of book 1. 
On three occasions, for example, and at some length, Aristotle reminds 
us of the necessary limits to the precision to be demanded of the argu- 
ments in question (1094b11—27, 1095a30-1095b14, 1098a20—-1098b8); 
he twice sketches the argument that all our actions and choices necessar- 
ily aim at some good, going so far as to indicate that he is repeating him- 
self (1097424 and context; consider also 1098a26 and context, which re- 
fers to 1094b11-25); and in little more than twenty pages, Aristotle offers 
three explicit digressions that stray apparently quite far from his stated 
purpose (consider 1095a14, 1095b14, 1097415 and contexts). He also con- 
tradicts himself by stating, in 1.4, for example, that it is certain of “the 
many” (hoi polloi) who hold honor to be the human good we seek, only 
to maintain, in the next chapter, that it is “the refined” who do so (com- 
pare 1095a20~-23 with 1095b22-23); he identifies as “strange” the idea 
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that the dead can be happy, but subsequently accepts that very idea and 
adds to it that nothing can overturn their happiness (compare 1100a11-14 
with, e.g., 1101b5—9); and, finally, he both asserts and denies that knowl- 
edge (gnosis) of the good is essential to our lives, a matter of obviously 
great importance to his argument as a whole (compare 1094.a22-24 with 
1095a5—6). 

These peculiarities could perhaps be dismissed as either textual 
glitches or even inadvertent lapses, were they not traceable to a cause or 
causes demanding their use—to a cause or causes justifying the manner 
of arguing they amount to. The most obvious cause in question is the au- 
thority of the political community. Immediately after sketching the ne- 
cessity of there being some good in which all our strivings culminate and 
which thereby justifies them —as the bridle produced by the lowly art of 
bridle making is ultimately for the sake of victory in war, under the guid- 
ance of the general’s art— Aristotle suggests that such a good “might be 
held” to belong to the “most authoritative and especially architectonic” 
science or power. And what “appears,” at least, to be such a thing, to make 
clear to us the good, that is, “the human good, is the political art (politike: 
1094a18—28): even the general’s expertise is subordinate to the art of poli- 
tics. The political community, one might say, tries to answer with finality 
the question of the good life for a human being and hence of the best hu- 
man type. Every community not on the verge of collapse teaches or ha- 
bituates its members to accept the ordering of goods it holds to and em- 
bodies (consider, e.g., 1099b30-32). 

Aristotle cannot specify “the human good” in question because the 
conception of it varies from community to community, a fact already in- 
dicative of a grave difficulty with every community’s claim to have iden- 
tified correctly the good. The most that Aristotle can do, and what he 
does do ostentatiously, is bow to the supreme authority of politics by re- 
peating and so appearing to accept the premise on which all communi- 
ties agree: to secure and preserve the good of the nation or city is “nobler 
and more divine” than to do so for the individual (1094b7-10; consider 
also 1097b8-11). The political community regards and wishes to have 
regarded as settled not only the specific character of the good life for its 
citizens—be it the life of commerce, piety, or martial courage, for ex- 
ample—but also the superiority of the good of the community to that of 
any private good. 

In the present context, Aristotle stresses the extraordinary influence 
exercised by politics on knowledge or science (epistéme): it is politics or 
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the political art that “ordains what sciences there must be in cities and 
what kinds each person in turn must learn and up to what point.... Be- 
cause [the political art] makes use of the remaining sciences and, further, 
because it legislates what one ought to do and what to abstain from, its 
end would encompass those of the others, with the result that this would 
be the human good” (1094a28—1094b7). And yet, since Aristotle’s own 
inquiry into the human good isa necessary one, he in fact refuses to accept 
what the community wishes to be a definitive identification of “the hu- 
man good”; his own inquiry too is “a sort of political” inquiry (1094b11), 
which is to say that it is in competition with the comparable efforts of 
the political community (consider also 1152b1-3). For example, Aristotle 
will later raise as an open question whether the virtue of the good citizen 
is ever the same as that of the good human being, and his answer to it— 
that the two coincide only in the case of one who shares in ruling in the 
best regime—implies that the virtue of the citizen in every existing re- 
gime falls short of human virtue simply (1130b26~-29; Politics 1.76b16- 
1277b32, 1278a40—1278bs and context). Because of the awesome power 
of the political community, which he here both describes and defers to, 
Aristotle is compelled to exercise great caution in exploring the question 
of the human good, a caution that is most in evidence at the beginning of 
his inquiry. 

It is not surprising, then, that the first of Aristotle’s three accounts of 
the apparently necessary limits attending his inquiry immediately fol- 
lows his declaration of the political character of that inquiry. These lim- 
its are largely (though not entirely) self-imposed (consider 1097414 and 
1101421): each of the three accounts follows the raising of a “sensitive” is- 
sue and amounts to a retreat from it; the subject matter in question ad- 
mits of greater clarity than Aristotle here chooses to admit. In the pres- 
ent context, Aristotle discourages his audience from pressing for precise 
arguments, on the grounds that “the noble things and the just things,” 
which politics examines, admit of much dispute and variability such that 
they are held by some to exist by convention (zomos) alone rather than by 
nature; indeed, even the good things are strikingly variable: wealth and 
courage are sometimes good, sometimes ruinous. In the same spirit, Aris- 
totle states that “the end is not knowledge but action” (1095a5-6), and 
although this might seem from the context to apply only to the young or 
immature, he will subsequently state in his own name that “we are con- 
ducting an examination, not so that we may know what virtue is, but so 
that we may become good” (1103b27-28): not knowledge but noble ac- 
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tion is our goal, and since the means to inculcate the characteristic needed 
so to act is habituation rather than teaching, it seems possible that, to be 
good, we need little or no knowledge in the strict sense (consider also 
1105b2—3). 

These arguments are striking for several reasons. For example, in or- 
der to parry any expectation of precision in the present argument, Aris- 
totle stresses the variability of things noble and just —a quality they share 
even with the good things—and alludes to the controversy concerning 
whether what is noble and just—as distinguished from what is good — 
exists merely by convention. But this very allusion can serve to remind us 
that the just things, at least, do admit of more precision than the merely 
conventional may allow: there is according to Aristotle the just by nature 
(5.7). What is more, Aristotle had indicated, earlier in book 1, the very 
great importance of knowledge of the good in order to live well: “with a 
view to our life, then, is not the knowledge of this good of great weight, 
and would we not, like archers possessing a target, better hit on what is 
needed?” (1094a22—24; consider also 1095a10-11). And when Aristotle 
turns in 1.7 to “repeat,” for the third time, his argument concerning the 
limits imposed on him by his subject matter, he adds a wholly new con- 
sideration, according to which it is (also) the purpose of the inquiry — 
not, or not only, the subject matter —that determines the precision to be 
expected: the geometer and carpenter are equally concerned with a right 
angle, but given their different purposes, only the geometer need avail 
himself of precise knowledge of it. In principle, then, such knowledge is 
possible in mathematics. Are the matters dealt with in Aristotle’s political 
philosophy too susceptible of such knowledge, if only for the equivalent 
of the “geometer” as distinguished from the “carpenter”? 

Here the question of the character of Aristotle’s primary audience 
arises, for as we have just seen, it bears directly on the precision that Aris- 
totle will permit himself in the inquiry. He makes clear that that audience 
is made up of those who are no longer immature in character, because 
they have been subject to and hence shaped by the habituation needed 
to effect good rearing. In the second and therefore central of his state- 
ments concerning the limits of his inquiry, Aristotle indicates that such 
people will “listen” to things noble and just, or to political matters in 
general, “in an adequate manner,’ that is, they will accept the goodness 
of justice and nobility as self-evident, or they accept the “that” without 
needing the “why” in addition (1095b4—8). At the end of book 1, Aris- 
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totle indicates that this capacity to listen and obey—to one’s father, for 
example (1103a3)—is rational only in a very loose sense; strictly speak- 
ing, it is a function of the irrational part of the soul that is characterized 
by desire and appetite. To put the point in more general terms, Aristotle's 
primary audience is made up of spoudaioi, of “serious” human beings, who 
as such accept as their starting point or principle the supreme goodness 
of moral virtue and hence of noble action. For them it is enough to yield 
to the habituation they have been subject to from early childhood and 
so to accept this principle. They need not inquire into the path to that 
principle but instead proceed from it as a given: to paraphrase Aristotle, 
the principle or principles of moral action are “known to them,” but not 
“known simply,” which amounts to saying that they do not, strictly speak- 
ing, know the archai at all (1095a30-1095b4). Since moral virtue is the 
product of habituation and not of teaching, the morally virtuous do not 
know in the strict sense the principles or starting points of moral virtue. 

In this important respect, then, Aristotle’s insistence on the imprecise 
character of his inquiry is fully justified, for he cannot make precise what 
is not known, to those by whom it is not known, without at the same 
time transforming their understanding of their principles and hence of 
themselves. And this means, in turn, that Aristotle must to some extent 
defer in his inquiry not only to the power of the political community 
but also to the consequences of that power, for the community instills 
in us deeply held opinions about the human good that we cannot ratio- 
nally explain or defend because we do not know the matters with which 
they deal. 

As this implies, Aristotle differs from his primary audience in at least 
one respect: he understands, as they do not, both the fact and the cause — 
the “that” and the “why”—of the limits attending their “knowledge.” 
Hence he is able not only to make precise the necessity dictating a certain 
imprecision but even to go further. He occasionally indicates in book 1 
the possibility of proceeding in the manner of a geometer, that is, as an 
observer (“contemplator”) of the truth (1098a31—32): deference to the au- 
thority of others is indeed good, but “altogether best” is he who “himself 
understands all things” (1095bro-13, quoting Hesiod, Works and Days 
293, 295-97). For the right kind of person, at least, “knowing about these 
things would be of great profit” (1095a10~-11). It follows, then, that Aris- 
totle’s primary audience is not necessarily his sole audience, and his sub- 
sequent analyses must be read also in the light of this fact. 


244] INTERPRETIVE ESSAY 


The Problem of Happiness 


Aristotle’s analysis of the problem of happiness unfolds gradually. He 
begins, in 1.4—-5, with a survey of opinions concerning the chief of the 
goods bound up with action, the good aimed at by politics or the political 
art: even if most people agree that this good is “happiness,” nonetheless 
there is a variety of views as to what might constitute it. More precisely, 
Aristotle speaks of three things, the possession of which could secure or 
constitute our happiness, namely, pleasure, wealth, and honor. To this 
he adds a list of three possible ways of life whose connection to the three 
goods indicated is not entirely clear: the life of pleasure, the political life, 
and the contemplative life. As for the life devoted to pleasure, Aristotle 
is extraordinarily harsh toward it: it is a life suitable only for fatted cattle. 
The harshness of this dismissal is indicative not only of the character of 
his primary audience, for whom a life led in pursuit of pleasure is beneath 
contempt because it obviously conflicts with what is noble and good 
(consider again 1095b4-6), but also of the preliminary character of this 
discussion. Even in book 1, Aristotle will to some extent rehabilitate plea- 
sure— it is a necessary accompaniment of the life of one who loves moral 
virtue (1099a7—21)—and in books 7 and 10, he will subject pleasure to 
a subtle and lengthy analysis, in the course of which it is not always clear 
that he denies it pride of place (consider, e.g., 1153b25-26 and context). 
By taking up honor next, Aristotle violates the order in which he had 
originally listed ic but thereby makes it central (compare 1095423 with 
1095b22-1096a4 and context). The change is reasonable. For although 
honor seems to be the core of the political life, those who are serious 
about honor in fact want to be honored for their virtue; and in this way 
Aristotle is first permitted or compelled to discuss virtue, the subject of 
the great bulk of the Nicomachean Ethics. Most striking here is the firm- 
ness with which Aristotle denies that virtue can be the goal of our striving 
and hence equivalent to happiness: it is “incomplete,” since one can pos- 
sess virtue while asleep or inactive or while suffering the greatest misfor- 
tunes, and “no one would deem happy somebody living in this way, unless 
he were defending a thesis” (1095b30-1096a2). Although Aristotle now 
abruptly cuts off the discussion of virtue, he has made it clear enough that 
the practice of virtue in no way guarantees the happiness of the virtuous. 
And finally, having declined to speak at present about the contemplative 
or theoretical life, he briefly but powerfully dismisses the only life remain- 
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ing, that of moneymaking, by arguing that money is always for the sake of 
something else and hence cannot be the end we seek. 

By the end of 1.4~-5, then, we reach a dead end. All the most popu- 
lar opinions about happiness, however refined, lead nowhere; and if “the 
contemplative life” holds the key to happiness, Aristotle refuses to tell 
us as much. It might well seem, it is true, that he takes at least a step in 
this direction in the immediately following chapter (1.6), where he con- 
siders at length the view of certain unnamed friends— presumably the 
Platonists, if perhaps not Plato himself—according to which the (true) 
good, the idea of the good, is not “in” any one thing but separate from the 
several good things here and now and responsible for their goodness. In 
fact, the exploration of this sophisticated view has less to do with the con- 
templative life than it does with Aristotle’s observation, made in 1.4, that 
when “the many” become aware of their own ignorance, they wonder at 
or admire those who speak over their heads in lofty terms: awareness of 
the elusive character of happiness renders us susceptible to fantastic doc- 
trines like that of the Platonic ideas, which holds out the promise of our 
participating in a separate or “transcendent” and eternal world that is as 
such free of the limits marring this one. To say the least, in his critique of 
the idea of the good here, Aristotle throws cold water on any hope of this 
kind. He even adopts, in 1.6, the point of view that may be said to be the 
contrary of the one that probably guides “the many” in their attraction to 
the idea of the good: an eternal good would be no more good than a good 
lasting a day (1096b3-5). 

Hence Aristotle begins again in 1.7. To do so, he explicitly repeats a 
line of argument from 1.1-2, according to which all arts aim at some 
good. But rather than state immediately, as a given, that “happiness” is 
the greatest good aimed at, Aristotle instead speaks of happiness only at 
the conclusion of a fairly lengthy, two-part argument (compare 1095a18 
and context with 1097a15—1097bz21, especially 1097434 and 1097b15-16). 
The “repetition” of the earlier argument marks an advance over it inas- 
much as Aristotle now explores the idea of happiness itself. He does so 
first by making explicit our guiding hope or supposition concerning it. 
“We say” that what is pursued for its own sake is more complete or per- 
fect than what is pursued for the sake of something else, and, following 
out the logic of this, the most complete (or perfect) such good “is held” 
to be happiness above all. Moreover, “we suppose” that happiness is a state 
of self-sufficiency, a self-sufficiency so great that it “by itse/f renders life 
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choiceworthy and in need of nothing” (1097b14-15, emphasis added). 
“So happiness appears to be something complete and self-sufficient, it 
being an end of our actions” (1097b20-21). Aristotle here makes explicit 
what we are content to leave mostly implicit or unstated but which guides 
our lives in fact: we suppose that by acting in certain ways, we can come to 
possess for ourselves a good that will truly complete us and so render us in 
need of “nothing” else. “Happiness,” then, appears to be a kind of perfect 
self-sufficiency, for oneself and of course one’s immediate family. The ex- 
pression of this deepest hope or wish is a turning point in Aristotle’s ar- 
gument, and the rest of book 1 is a cautious exploration of this hope for 
happiness so understood. 

In the immediate sequel, Aristotle further refines the idea of happiness 
by asking what the “work” proper to a human being must be, the comple- 
tion of which will presumably be equivalent to happiness. And although 
the argument that follows culminates in the famous definition that the 
“work” of a human being is “an activity of soul in accord with virtue, 
Aristotle fails to identify precisely either the activity in question (consider 
1099430) or—the character of the virtue being dependent on the nature 
of the activity —the relevant virtue (consider 1098a17-18). This line of ar- 
gument, then, is not as revealing as it is sometimes taken to be. Moreover, 
he adds immediately a demand or qualification that he will wrestle with 
for the remainder of book 1: a happy life must be also “a complete life. For 
one swallow does not make a spring, nor does one day. And in this way, 
one day or ashort time does not make someone blessed and happy either” 
(1098a18—20). As becomes clear when he returns to this same criterion 
(1100a4-9), Aristotle here alludes to the problem of fortune or chance. 
Although he had spoken of chance in his account, in 1.5, of the impotence 
of virtue to secure our happiness in the face of “the greatest misfortunes,” 
he now seems to have particularly in mind a premature death or the uncer- 
tain timing of the mortality attending us. The introduction of this prob- 
lem prompts him to state his third account of the limits he will adhere to 
in his inquiry, in the manner of a carpenter (1098a20 and following). 

The section 1.1-7 is devoted above all to fleshing out our convictions 
concerning happiness. The idea of happiness proves surprisingly hard to 
pin down, for almost everyone can agree that it is this that we most want, 
but no one seems able to state precisely what it might consist in. Aris- 
totle’s identification of the leading contenders in that respect (pleasure, 
honor, virtue, money), and his methodical rejection of each in turn (1.4- 
5), makes clear that none of these goods is sufficient by itself to be the good 
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that we conceive of with the mind’s eye, however vaguely, and hope to at- 
tain. The first five chapters of book 1 at once capture the experience of the 
elusiveness of happiness and begin, at least, to explain it. From 1.7, how- 
ever, it appears that we have taken the meaning of “happiness” too much 
for granted, and Aristotle there equates happiness with a complete good 
that would render our lives self-sufficient and hence “in need of nothing.” 

The most promising path to such happiness now appears to be a cer- 
tain “work” of the soul “in accord with virtue.” In this way Aristotle re- 
introduces the connection between virtue and happiness, which he had 
apparently left behind after his blunt statement of the insufficiency of 
virtue in 1.5. That our dedication to virtue will form the core of the rest 
of book 1 is indication enough of the inadequacy of Aristotle’s earlier ac- 
count of virtue. And by introducing our desire for “a complete life.” im- 
mediately after he has put virtue back on the table, Aristotle prompts us 
to consider the possibility that the dedication to virtue is connected with 
that desire. In fact, in the next section, Aristotle will confirm this possibil- 
ity in the strongest terms: the dedication to virtue will be shown to hold 
out the promise of our attaining precisely “a complete life”; and “a com- 
plete life, in turn, proves to require not only a bulwark against chance but 
the overcoming of death itself. At all events, the movement of the argu- 
ment in 1.1-7 as a whole suggests that an adequate analysis of happiness 
must begin from the concern for virtue—and not, for example, from the 
identification of happiness with pleasure, a view whose dismissal in 1.4—5 
Aristotle saw to immediately. 

Still, as important as the analysis of our hope for happiness and the 
continuing relevance of virtue surely are, Aristotle declines, as we have 
seen, to identify the virtuous “activity of soul” peculiar to human beings. 
What is more, his indication of the obstacles to fulfilling the promise held 
out by virtuous activity cannot be dismissed or forgotten: the virtuous 
too may be made wretched by misfortune, and they too are exposed to a 
premature death. How, then, can we secure for ourselves, not merely an 
ephemeral contentedness, but a happiness that is lasting and secure and 
complete —a happiness, in short, deserving of the name? In the next sec- 
tion, Aristotle will offer a solution to these difficulties. 


The Problem of Happiness Solved? 


The next four chapters (1.8—11) forma unit meant to treat the problem of 
happiness in general and that of chance or misfortune in particular. Aris- 
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totle first defends his official Jogos (happiness is “an activity of soul in ac- 
cord with virtue”) on the grounds that it is sanctioned by a range of au- 
gust opinions linking happiness with (among other things) some sort of 
virtue. Moreover, happiness, which is attainable by engaging in “the best 
activities,” will be best and most pleasant and noblest, and the active life 
of virtue will not fall short even in point of pleasure, to say nothing of its 
goodness and nobility (1099a7-21). 

But none of this deals with the problem of chance, as Aristotle makes 
perfectly clear (consider 1099a31-1099b8). Accordingly, he turns, in 1.9, 
to consider how happiness may be acquired, including the extreme pos- 
sibility that it is due finally to chance. Aristotle contends, to the contrary, 
that happiness is either a god-given thing or at least among the most di- 
vine things. He thus introduces, for the first time, the question of the ex- 
istence of gods and their concern for our happiness, and he leaves open 
the possibility that happiness is not due to chance, because it is due to the 
intercession of gods. For now, Aristotle is content to argue on his own au- 
thority that happiness is, in addition to being available to many or most 
(1099b18-20), not at all due to chance, for “[t]o entrust the greatest and 
noblest thing to chance would be excessively discordant” (1099b24~-25). 

Yet Aristotle concludes 1.9 by repeating and even strengthening the 
demand that happiness include “a complete life” (1100a4—5; compare 
1098a18), this time referring to the legendary sorrows of virtuous Priam. 
In this way he indicates that nothing he has said thus far deals adequately 
with the shadow cast on our happiness by chance. The deepest purpose of 
the immediately following discussion, in 1.10, as to whether one can rea- 
sonably call a man happy only after he has died, is to make clear the means 
to solve this problem of chance: one must have recourse to a doctrine of 
the afterlife, according to which the deceased continues to enjoy at least 
some awareness (of the lives of his descendants, for example). Aristotle 
insists, however, that only one’s own virtuous activities determine happi- 
ness; that is, the happiness ofa virtuous person cannot be affected, even if 
some of his descendants receive in life a lot contrary to what they deserve. 
Indeed, in the midst of his own troubles while alive, the virtuous person 
will bear up “altogether nobly and suitably in every way,’ and it will be in 
just such circumstances that his “nobility shines through.” It seems that 
nothing is so solid or lasting as the virtue and therefore the happiness of 
the virtuous. 

As powerful and attractive as this view is, however, Aristotle immedi- 
ately backs away from it in one respect, for he now (1.11) characterizes as 
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“excessively opposed to what is held dear” (aphilon) and “contrary to the 
opinions held” (1101a22—24) the view that how the living descendants 
fare in no way affects the deceased. Aristotle therefore revises his posi- 
tion one last time: “The friends’ faring well, then, appears to make some 
contribution to the condition of those who have passed away, as does, 
similarly, their faring ill—but a contribution of such a kind and degree as 
not to make the happy unhappy or anything else of that sort.” By the end 
of 1.11, Aristotle has adopted a tone quite different from that seen in 1.6, 
where he had treated the concern for eternity unsympathetically, not to 
say scornfully. 

Here, then, is Aristotle’s official answer in book 1 of the Nicomachean 
Ethics to the problem of happiness: if we engage in the requisite activ- 
ity of soul that accords with (the best) virtue, we will secure for ourselves 
here and now a life that is at once best, noblest, and most pleasant, and 
we will enjoy this life most continuously. We will also enjoy an afterlife in 
which nothing, not even the awareness we will have of the fate of our de- 
scendants, good or bad, can fundamentally disturb the happiness we will 
enjoy there. Of the two responses to the problem of happiness that Aris- 
totle had sketched at the end of 1.8, then—to hold either that happiness 
is (merely) good fortune, or that it is equivalent to virtue (1099b7-8) — 
he here rejects the former, because he holds to the latter. Happiness is not 
due to chance, because it is evidently governed by the practice of virtue. 


“Blessed Human Beings” 


The tension at the heart of Aristotle’s argument in book 1 is now clear. 
On the one hand, virtue cannot guarantee the happiness of the virtuous 
because it cannot protect them from grave misfortune—witness Priam 
(1100a8, 1101a8)—and, on the other hand, precisely virtue bestows on 
those who practice it, probably in this life and certainly in the next, a hap- 
piness that can never be transformed into its contrary. 

To resolve this tension, we might be tempted to suppose that the first 
position indicated is merely a preliminary one, a statement of the prob- 
lem, and that the latter position, which is after all set forth at far greater 
length, is Aristotle’s final answer to it. And yet, attractive though it may 
be, this suggestion cannot stand. It is crucial to see, to begin with, that 
Aristotle himself vouches for almost none of the positions he offers in 
1.8—11 in response to the problem of happiness. For example, the whole 
of the argument is begun by his turn away from “premises” and “conclu- 
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sions’ —from arguments, properly speaking—to “the things said about 
[happiness],” that is, to opinions (1098b9-11). The opinions that are 
permitted to exercise most influence there belong to “the ancients” and 
those of “high repute,” in contrast to “those who philosophize” (com- 
pare 1098b12-22 with 1098b22-31, where “the few of high repute” take 
the place of the philosophers). And since Aristotle does not fail to re- 
port a contrary opinion conveyed by no less than an inscription at Delos 
(1099a27—28), perhaps from the very temple of Leto, he must select from 
among the august but contradictory opinions available to him. He does 
so on the basis of the hunch that “it is reasonable that neither of these two 
groups [the ancients and the few of high repute] be wholly in error, but 
rather that they be correct in some one respect, at least, or even in most 
respects” (1098b28—29). Similarly, he rejects the view that happiness is 
due to chance, on the basis of two conditional clauses (1099b20—23) and 
the thought that to hold otherwise would be “excessively discordant” 
(1099b24-25). In the same way, he accepts that the dead must be aware of 
the lives of their surviving descendants (and hence must themselves be alive 
after death), on the grounds that to deny this would be “excessively opposed 
to what is dear” and “contrary to the opinions” —as if we could be certain 
that the most important truths accord with our opinions and preserve the 
things dear to us, subphilosophic considerations if ever there were any. 

Aristotle’s striking deference to these opinions, and to the hopes they 
reveal, is evidence enough of their great power; no adequate account of 
happiness could proceed without acknowledging the existence of these 
opinions, the denial of which is indeed harsh. It is not only the political 
community’s great power and its consequences, then, that guide Aristotle 
in his exposition, but also our hopes or suppositions regarding happiness. 
If the political community habituates us to accept the view that the pres- 
ervation of its good is “nobler and more divine” than the attainment of 
our own, it must be said that we are creatures peculiarly open to such ha- 
bituation; we are by nature “political animals,” in part because we can be 
deeply moved by considerations of what is noble and divine. 

Once we strip 1.8-11 of the assertions that are, if not groundless, then 
grounded in something other than rational argument, we are permit- 
ted to see with greater clarity Aristotle’s occasional frankness here. For 
example, he raises as a rhetorical question whether it is not altogether 
“strange” to hold that the dead can be happy, especially for those who 
maintain that happiness is dependent on activity: the dead as such cannot 
be active, still less happy (1100a12-14). Even in the course of sketching 
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the apparent solution to every problem attending happiness, Aristotle in- 
sists on repeating those problems and in effect strengthening the force of 
them. For example, the problem of chance includes that of our necessary 
dependence on “external goods” or “equipment,” under which heading he 
now discusses the premature death of friends and children (1.8: 1099a31— 
1099b7); and he repeats, as we have seen, the requirement of a “complete 
life” (1.9: 1100a4—9). Finally, in his impressive struggle with the fact of our 
exposedness to chance, Aristotle resorts to a non sequitur: we may grant 
that those who are “‘foursquare, without blame’” will bear fortunes “most 
nobly”—they deal with all fortunes “in a becoming way and always [do] 
what is noblest given the circumstances” (1.10: 1100b30-31, 1101a1-3) — 
but we need to know that such human beings will also be, not merely 
not wretched (1100b34, 110146), but happy as a result of their superlative 
nobility or virtue (compare 1100b9~10 with 20-22, for example). This 
Aristotle declines to affirm (1101a6—8). Aristotle himself, then, does not 
equate happiness with virtue—a position that is, after all, most extreme 
in denying to chance any empire whatever. 

But what of someone who is active in accord with complete virtue and 
who is adequately equipped with external goods in the course of a com- 
plete life—someone, that is, who combines virtue with remarkably good 
fortune (1101a14—16)? Such a combination is surely conceivable. Aris- 
totle’s response to this question is as graceful as it is brief: “we will say 
that those among the living who have and will have available to them the 
things stated are blessed—but blessed human beings” (1101a19-21). To 
understand this all-important qualification, we must begin from the fact 
that Aristotle reminds us of, namely, that “the future is immanifest to us” 
(1101a18). The difficulty is not only that our ignorance of the future helps 
render things generally good of uncertain goodness in fact or in the event 
(recall 1094b16—19). The difficulty is also, and more, that we can never be 
certain of enjoying (genuine) goods tomorrow: awareness of our expos- 
edness to chance must cast a shadow on any possible happiness here and 
now. One might even say that it makes happiness, as distinguished from a 
kind of contentedness, impossible. Not just the calamity, but the knowl- 
edge of its possibility; not just the loss of loved ones, but the knowledge 
of its possibility; not just, above all, the uncertainty of one’s own death 
but the knowledge of its eventual certainty—all these contribute to ren- 
dering our hope for happiness unrealizable. We can hope to be blessed — 
but always and merely “blessed human beings,” with the necessary limits 
attending us as mortals. 
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It now becomes necessary to revisit a premise guiding book 1, ac- 
cording to which the greatest good, “the human good,’ is happiness un- 
derstood as some complete good that as such conveys to its possessor a 
thorough self-sufficiency or freedom from need. In his first formulation 
of this premise, Aristotle notes that in fact only “most” agree to it: it is 
clearly joined in by “the many” (hoi polloi) and “the refined, but not so 
clearly by the wise (compare 1095a18—20 with 21). (The apparently sharp 
line Aristotle draws between “the many” and “the refined” vanishes when 
either is compared to “the wise”: the view that honor is the greatest good, 
characteristic of the refined, is really a view of the many, if not the most 
vulgar of them [compare 1095b16 and 22~23 with 1095a22—23, where the 
point of comparison is the wise].) And, as we have seen, “those who phi- 
losophize” are not among the ancients and the reputable who hold vari- 
ous opinions about what happiness consists in (compare again 1098b12- 
22 with 1098b22~31). Finally, it may make sense to say of the gods that 
they are happy and blessed, but even the “most divine” of human beings 
cannot properly be said to be happy (consider 1101b23—25, with the read- 
ing of the MSS). At the close of book 1 of the Exhics, the view that seems 
most fundamental if least explicit is that “the human good” is not indeed 
happiness, if that term is understood as it ought to be. The good that 
we cannot help but seek must be one in which we can have some share 


(1172b34-35). 


THE FINAL SECTIONS OF BOOK I 


The last chapter of book 1 that deals with virtue in its relation to happi- 
ness (1.12) is a curious appendix not obviously related to what has pre- 
ceded it. Aristotle raises the question of whether happiness belongs 
among the things praised or among the things honored. The distinction 
amounts to this: everything praised is inferior to the “good and serious” 
thing to which our praise refers, whereas everything honored is honored 
because it is complete. Accordingly, happiness, the complete good, must 
be among the things honored. But this means that moral virtue in gen- 
eral, and justice in particular, is to be praised —merely praised—and not 
honored. The moral virtues, in short, are inferior to happiness. They are 
praiseworthy only insofar as they contribute to happiness. In these terms, 
it is very hard to see why anyone would take moral virtue as seriously as 
we typically do—or as seriously as Aristotle soon will. For once he makes 
the transition, effected in 1.13, to moral virtue, the theme of the next four 
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books of the Ethics, he more or less consistently adopts the view that a 
truly virtuous act will be undertaken only “for the sake of the noble” or 
that virtuous acts are done “for their own sakes” and not because they 
contribute to a good greater than moral virtue itself—to one’s own hap- 
piness, for example (compare 1097b1- 4). He will for the most part speak, 
that is, as though moral virtue falls among the things honored. 

The reasons to take virtue very seriously evidently persist at the close 
of book 1. In book 1, Aristotle explains what “happiness” is and clearly in- 
dicates the obstacles to achieving it. He also, of course, indicates a path 
around them. Those satisfied with Aristotle’s account will be all the more 
eager to learn of the specific demands of moral virtue, for meeting them 
takes on a new urgency given the risks to which our happiness is exposed 
and, above all, given the reward that evidently awaits us. But even those 
dissatisfied with this solution (for which dissatisfaction there is, we have 
suggested, ample justification) cannot be assumed also to have uprooted 
their hope for happiness in the precise sense. They will therefore remain 
open to dedicating themselves to virtue, in whatever form such virtue 
may ultimately take. 


MORAL VIRTUE AND THE VIRTUES UP TO JUSTICE 
(BOOKS 2-4) 


As we have noted, Aristotle effects the transition from the analysis of hap- 
piness to that of virtue in the final chapter of book 1. He does so chiefly 
on the basis of what he admits is a provisional sketch of the human soul: 
in addition to the nonrational part responsible for nutrition and growth, 
there is clearly also a part of the soul possessing reason or speech (Jogos), 
the rational part “in the authoritative sense.” And the completion or per- 
fection of this part would be an aspect of human virtue, namely, intel- 
lectual virtue. Less clear is the precise character of that part of the non- 
rational soul that is obedient to reason and yet itself not quite rational, 
the operation of which one can discern in the successful struggle of self- 
restrained persons with their desires or appetites. Aristotle here even en- 
tertains the possibility that this part of the soul, because it is or can be 
“obedient” to reason, properly belongs in the rational sou] —but only in 
the sense that it renders one apt to listen to the commands of one’s father. 
And it is this part of the soul, rational or not, whose excellence is moral 
virtue, the virtue of character. 

Tentative though this argument is, it has a certain plausibility, which 
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makes it all the easier to miss Aristotle’s “failure” here to identify clearly 
the peak human activity that alone could determine the specific charac- 
teristics or qualities of soul to be praised as virtuous. Aristotle has done 
no more, by the end of book 1, than equate the happiness we seek with 
“an activity of soul” (1102a16-17) or with “a certain activity of soul in ac- 
cord with complete virtue” (1102a5—6), thereby declining to specify the 
activity (or the virtue) in question. It is tempting to assume even at this 
point that the peak activity must be the contemplative one, the peak vir- 
tue therefore contemplative—but Aristotle has limited himself thus far 
to an explicit postponement of the consideration of the contemplative 
life or activity, to which he does not return until book 10 (1096a4-5, 
1177a12~18 and following). The next four books of the Ethics, books 2 
through 5, focus on moral virtue, in general and in particular, and Aris- 
totle begins these books also from an explicit postponement of the ques- 
tion that would determine the ground or the definition of the virtues: the 
question of “correct reason” and “how it relates to the virtues” (1103b31- 
34). Our concern at present, he insists, is not theoretical —“not for the 
sake of contemplation” —but practical: “we are conducting an examina- 
tion, not so that we may know what virtue is, but so that we may become 
good” (1103b26—29). 

Accordingly, in what follows, Aristotle takes up the question of “how 
one ought to perform” matters of action (1103bz9-30). Yet since such 
matters are very much related to what is opportune in the circumstances, 
they vary with those circumstances. Consequently, it is necessary to speak 
merely “in outline”; the argument concerned with particulars “does not 
fall under an art or any set of precepts” (1103b34-1104a10). In seeking to 
be of general assistance, then, Aristotle first lays out not only the manner 
in which the virtues are acquired —how habituation works through re- 
peated action and the proper application of pleasure and pain—but also 
the manner in which they are exercised. Here it further becomes clear 
that morally virtuous actions depend less on knowledge in any strict 
sense than on a person's character: the “knowing” and the “choosing” in- 
volved in these actions stem from the possession and activity of the cor- 
rect characteristics or virtues. Indeed, Aristotle concludes his account of 
these matters by rebuking “the many,’ who, in failing to practice the vir- 
tues, “[seek] refuge in argument” and thus suppose that “they are philos- 
ophizing and that they will in this way be serious” (1105b12—18). What is 
needed, rather, is repeated action that instills in us the requisite “steady 
and unwavering state” (1105a32—33). Only such training shapes the desir- 
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ing part of the soul—the part of the soul from which action issues—so 
as to dispose it to make the correct choice. 

The necessity to speak “in outline” affects also how Aristotle proceeds 
to define virtue in book 2 and his difficult, at times dark, account of vol- 
untary action, choice, deliberation, wish, and responsibility in the first 
five chapters of book 3. In his definition of virtue, Aristotle articulates 
his famous doctrine of the mean: virtue is a “characteristic” that brings 
that which possesses it into good condition and makes it able to perform 
its work well; and it is a “mean” that is relative both to us and to two ex- 
tremes, an excess and a deficiency that constitute its associated vices. The 
mean is relative to us not because the good characteristic varies from in- 
dividual to individual but because the passions do: some people are more 
fearful than others, for example, others more given to the bodily appe- 
tites; hence people require different degrees and types of training to be 
brought to the mean. But as the precise “middle point” in relation to ex- 
cess and deficiency, the mean, or the proper state of soul that mean rep- 
resents, is “defined by reason and as the prudent person would define it” 
(1106b36-1107a2). The “mean, therefore, is not an independent stan- 
dard for virtue but in each case remains dependent on a “definition” or 
a determination of reason or prudence. Yet this is precisely the difficulty 
Aristotle set aside at the beginning of his account of moral virtue in post- 
poning the question of “correct reason.” 

In postponing this question, Aristotle mirrors the manner in which 
the virtues are acquired: not by argument or reasoning strictly speaking, 
as we have seen, but by habituation in accord with the prudence of an- 
other, be it a parent or teacher. Hence the question of how the prudent 
person determines the virtuous action, simply and in each circumstance, 
overshadows Aristotle’s investigation of choice, deliberation, wish, and 
responsibility in book 3: choice and deliberation prove to be directed not 
at the end but at what conduces to the end, and in light of the role of ha- 
bituation in forming character, it is difficult to see how one can be made 
responsible for that which is, as Aristotle has emphasized, the source or 
ground of action, namely, one’s characteristics. Finally, the postponement 
of the inquiry into correct reason means that Aristotle’s delineation of the 
particular moral virtues—the starting points or principles of action —re- 
mains untethered not only to any precise account of the human activity 
or “work” that would fix both their character and rank but also to any 
precise account of the correct reason that determines the virtues and vir- 
tuous action. Perhaps the most that one can say is that our hope for hap- 
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piness, sketched so powerfully in book 1, is permitted to exercise its influ- 
ence on the subsequent account of the moral virtues. The principal task 
of the following outline is to discern the goal or goals guiding Aristotle’s 
account of the eleven moral virtues he selects. 


The Ascent to Greatness of Soul: Courage through Magnificence 


Aristotle opens his account of the virtues with a discussion of courage, the 
proper disposition with respect to the passions of fear and confidence. Yet 
since courage pertains more to fear than to confidence, he seeks first to 
identify the object of fear with which it is concerned, naming five possi- 
bilities: disrepute, poverty, illness, friendlessness, and death. After elim- 
inating the first four, he establishes that courage is the virtue that per- 
tains to the fear of death, reasoning that the courageous human being is 
concerned with the greatest of the frightening things— “for no one more 
steadfastly endures terrible things” —and that the greatest of the frighten- 
ing things is death, “for it is a limit [or end], and there seems to be nothing 
else for the dead, nothing either good or bad” (1115a25-27). 

That death is so unambiguously terrible, and thus the greatest evil, is 
not obvious if we recall the view to which Aristotle acceded in book 1, 
when he allowed that to some extent good and bad really exist for the 
dead (1100al8-19). By here taking the strictest view of the matter, how- 
ever, he disallows the possibility that courageous action may be taken 
with the hope of a reward extrinsic to the act and for the sake of which 
one might risk death. Yet one who acts courageously does not do so 
simply without hope, for courage is a mean with respect to both fear and 
confidence. Aristotle establishes how courage pertains to confidence by 
observing that the courageous man does not appear to be concerned with 
death in every circumstance but only with the “noblest” kinds of death, 
and these occur in war because war contains the “greatest and noblest 
danger” (1115a28-30). By next referring to the honors paid to courageous 
men by cities and monarchs (1115a31-32), Aristotle indicates the perspec- 
tive from which he speaks. In war, the welfare of the entire community 
is at risk, and this welfare is a good that Aristotle had called “nobler and 
more divine” than the good of any single individual (1094b7-10). 

It is in the discussion of courage that Aristotle explicitly establishes 
that the end (¢e/os) of virtue is “the noble” (1115b11—13). Since courage in- 
volves an action in which an individual places his life at risk in behalf of 
his city or nation, it would seem to be the apparent selflessness of this ac- 
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tion that Aristotle intends to point to when he identifies the noble as the 
end of virtue. Thus it would also seem that it is the noble selflessness of 
death in war that arouses the confidence proper to courage. 

Yet to leave the matter here would be unsatisfactory. For the conf- 
dence proper to courage is aroused not by the prospect of selfless sacrifice 
but by the opportunity that action in war affords: the courageous man 
may perform some noble action of his own by showing himself to be a 
real man (andrizesthai), either by demonstrating his great prowess or, if 
it is noble to die, then by facing death in the proper way. Lacking such an 
opportunity, a courageous man may well endure death with steadfastness 
but also with a certain despair. Thus one who acts out of courage—with 
the proper disposition toward fear and confidence—also seeks to achieve 
something for himself: he acts also for his own sake. On the one hand, 
this corrects what might understandably be our impression, our mistaken 
impression, that courage consists in the selfless sacrifice of one’s life for 
the greater good of the city. On the other hand, it raises the question of 
how Aristotle can continue to maintain that the courageous man acts “for 
the sake of the noble” while at the same time suggesting that he acts for 
his own sake. 

Aristotle resolves this problem through recourse to the principle that 
virtue is an end in itself that is chosen for its own sake (1105a28—33). He 
observes that “the end of every activity is that which accords with the 
characteristic” and, further, that “to the courageous man, courage is 
noble. Such too, therefore, is the end, for each thing is defined by its end” 
(1115b20-21). The nobility of the truly courageous human being, then, 
is constituted by his dedication, not to something outside himself, but to 
his own virtue: although his action benefits the “nobler and more divine” 
good of the city or nation (as the honors paid to it testify), it is also its 
own end, which the courageous man seeks to perform for his own sake. 
This would appear to resolve, at least on one level, the difficulty of how 
his action is both noble and for his own sake. To speak more generally, 
the virtuous or serious human being views virtuous actions as noble and 
good (1099a22-23). Indeed, the argument of book 1 is but a step away: 
it is through the activity of virtue that a good person finds his happiness 
(1098a7—-18, 109922431). 

Yet, to speak now more explicitly than Aristotle does, there is a diffi- 
culty, particularly vivid in the case of courage, with maintaining that the 
same action is both noble and good. At the end of his account of cour- 
age, Aristotle quietly points to the problematic relation between courage 
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and happiness. He does this in the context of addressing what might seem 
to be, from the virtuous person’s point of view, a somewhat lesser diffi- 
culty: that courageous action is not pleasant. As he observes, “the more 
[the courageous man] possesses complete virtue and the happier he is, the 
more he will be pained at the prospect of death. For to this sort of person, 
living is especially worthwhile, and he is deprived of the greatest goods 
knowingly—and this is a painful thing” (1117b11-13). That life is worth 
living especially for the virtuous human being is the claim made on be- 
half of virtue itself, the claim that it is our true good, such that the more 
we live in accord with virtue, the happier our life will be. Yet the choice in 
battle reflects precisely the courageous man’s virtue, “for he chooses what 
is noble in war instead of these [greatest goods]” (1117b13-15). Given 
what courageous action requires, then, we are left with a certain circular- 
ity: he who acts courageously must forsake his true or greatest good, his 
virtuous and happy life, and choose instead to do what is noblest in war; 
but it is in choosing to do this very noble deed that the courageous human 
being seeks his true or greatest good. In the same action in which the cou- 
rageous man seeks his own good, therefore, he nobly suffers pain or death 
and therewith the cessation of his own good. 

Thus, although it is a part of virtue’s claim that virtuous action is 
choiceworthy for its own sake— it is good for the person who so acts— 
in the case of courage, the same act that promises our good also requires 
us to endure nobly its loss. This difficulty, inherent as it is in courageous 
action, cannot be resolved within the sphere of courage. That it remains 
a difficulty is suggested by Aristotle’s strange concluding admission that 
courageous men, who have been identified as possessing the virtue con- 
nected with war and battle, are perhaps not the best soldiers. The best 
soldiers, rather, are those unfortunate souls who, having no other good in 
life, are willing to exchange their lives “for small gain” (1117b17-20). 

Aristotle leaves no doubt that courage is noble, and in this respect a 
virtue, but the problematic character of its goodness raises the question 
whether there is a kind of noble action more consistent with our good. 
The concern for our self-preservation and well-being comes so much to 
the fore in the next virtue, moderation, that “the noble” as an end almost 
recedes from view. As the virtue pertaining to the bodily pleasures, mod- 
eration involves the restraint of the desires with a view to our own health 
or good condition. Moreover, if the desires are not restrained, they will 
constantly clamor for satisfaction and, if indulged, grow to such propor- 
tions as to “drive out calculation” (1119b6—7, 9-10). Just as in courage, 
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the aim in moderation is the virtue itself; but since moderation is largely 
identified with one’s good condition, it leads to our bodily well-being and 
preservation rather than our harm or destruction. The dedication to such 
well-being and preservation seems scarcely noble, but it is otherwise sen- 
sible. 

The unambiguous connection of moderation with one’s own good 
and its more tenuous connection with nobility is reflected in the fact that 
Aristotle refers only twice to the noble, the stated end of virtue, in the ac- 
count of moderation (1119a16—18, b16; compare, e.g., 1115a29—35, bi1-2.4, 
1116alo~15). Indeed, the contrast between courage and moderation raises 
one of the most fundamental questions for virtue: is it possible to recon- 
cile that aspect of nobility represented most clearly by courageous action 
with a concern for one’s own good, without having “the noble” as the aim 
of virtue disappear? The movement of Aristotle’s discussion through the 
next virtues—liberality, magnificence, and greatness of soul— indicates 
a response to this question from within the moral perspective. 

Moderation, which has no action of its own, proves instrumental to 
the virtue that follows “next in order; liberality: the liberal human be- 
ing is best able to use his own wealth well, and this use consists in giving 
(1119b22~26). This noble act of giving is made possible in part through 
the restraint with respect to pleasure provided by moderation; and the 
liberal person not only benefits those whom he ought but, in giving of his 
own things, displays a noble lack of concern for his own good—in partic- 
ular for his economic welfare. Indeed, “it very much belongs to the liberal 
person also to exceed in giving, such that there is little left for himself, for 
it is typical of a liberal person not to look out for himself” (1120b4-6). 

In the discussion of liberality, Aristotle begins again to emphasize the 
connection of virtue with nobility. It is this connection of liberal action 
to nobility that appears to inform his decision to discuss liberality af- 
ter moderation instead of another virtue connected with money, justice. 
In making his initial point that liberality pertains to money, he departs 
from his usual procedure by noting also what liberality does not pertain 
to, namely, matters of war, the concerns of the moderate human being, 
and legal adjudications (1119b23~25). He thus distinguishes liberality not 
only from the two preceding virtues but also from justice, for justice too 
will prove to be concerned with money (1130b1-2), though more with 
respect to acts of “taking” or acquisition than with acts of giving, the 
province of liberality. Since central to justice are judgments about what is 
fair or equal, about what share of the good is due to different parties, the 
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movement here to liberality instead of to justice allows Aristotle to give 
the fullest possible expression to moral virtue’s connection with noble 
deeds. As he observes, “it belongs to virtue more to act well than to fare 
well and more to do what is noble than not to do what is shameful”; and 
giving, as opposed to taking, is more closely connected with acting well 
and doing noble deeds. 

The nobility of liberal action, like that of courageous action, involves 
incurring the loss of a good—in this case, money. But the loss suffered 
by the liberal man is neither fatal nor, it turns out, of great significance 
to him. He is so easygoing in this respect as to be vulnerable to and even 
unconcerned about suffering injustice; and in making expenditures, he 
is pained more if he fails to buy something fitting than if he loses money 
on something useless. Although those who are liberal need money if they 
are to give to others, unlike “the many,” they are not “lovers of money” 
(1121b12—16). Stinginess (aneleutheria, literally “illiberality”), the vice 
connected with this particular “greediness for gain,’ is in fact the extreme 
most opposed to liberality, though its pervasiveness would appear to be 
behind Aristotle’s persistent condemnations of it and to make all the 
more remarkable the liberal person’s choice to suffer the loss entailed by 
his action. 

Like liberality, the next virtue, magnificence, pertains to money but 
specifically to making a “fitting expenditure on a great thing” (1122a18- 
24). The difference between liberality and magnificence is one of scale. 
Both the liberal and the magnificent man act for the sake of the noble, ac- 
tion that is “common to the virtues” (1122b6—7), but the latter surpasses 
the former not simply with respect to expenditure but also in his aim: the 
magnificent man seeks to produce a great and noble work (or product: 
ergon), and “even from an equal expenditure the magnificent person will 
produce the more magnificent work” (1122b13-14). In this way, magnifi- 
cence is also the virtue of the work itself; and in his effort to achieve the 
greatest and noblest such work, which will produce wonder or admira- 
tion, the magnificent man, free from the love of money Aristotle so vig- 
orously condemned, spares no expense and feels no twinge of pain over 
the cost. Because magnificence pertains to expenditures on a great scale, 
it is out of the reach of those who are without the requisite resources. The 
man who is magnificent is especially concerned to do what is fitting with 
regard to the “greatest and most honored” expenditures: public expendi- 
tures, including most notably “those that concern the gods—votive of- 
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ferings, [sacred] buildings, and sacrifices—and similarly too those that 
concern the entire divine realm” (1122b19-23). 

This is the sole explicit statement, in the account of the virtues, of 
the virtuous person's attitude toward the gods and the divine; it serves 
to alert us to the omission of piety from the list of the virtues (compare 
1123b18-20). Moreover, Aristotle chooses this context to remind us that 
the person who exhibits magnificence does what is fitting not only to 
the object of his expenditure but also to himself, that is, to his own great 
wealth, reputation, and nobility. Thus his magnificent expenditures — 
his works—must be understood as reflections of his own greatness. This 
suggestion and the omission of piety indicate the character of his self- 
understanding and action: his aspiration to do what is fitting to the gods 
and the divine is commingled with his sense of his own greatness. Even 
as Aristotle notes in his discussion of private expenditures that “the same 
thing is not suitable for gods and human beings, or in the case of a temple 
and that of a burial tomb,” he observes that the magnificent man prefers 
to adorn his home especially with works that will endure, “for these are 
noblest” (1123a6-10). In the permanence of these works, the magnificent 
man seeks for himself and as fitting to himself a permanence akin to, if 
not as resplendent as, the immortality of the gods. 

In the longing for the noble, there is a natural directedness toward 
great acts that the movement from liberality to magnificence captures: to 
benefit one person is good, to be sure, but to be the “cause of the greatest 
good” by benefiting the city as a whole is nobler and even divine (Nico- 
machean Ethics 1094b7-10; Politics 1253a30~-31). The peak of this move- 
ment is reached in the next virtue, greatness of soul, the first complete 
virtue in Aristotle’s list: the great-souled man not only is capable of the 
greatest actions but also claims for himself the greatest of the external 
goods, namely, honor. As Aristotle will suggest, greatness of soul is a peak 
in that it comprises all the virtues and serves as their “crown” or “orna- 
ment” (1124a1—2). 


Greatness of Soul 


Aristotle’s transition to his account of greatness of soul is seamless: there 
is no obvious conclusion to the discussion of magnificence because great- 
ness of soul, like magnificence, is concerned with great things. Aristotle 
describes the great-souled man as one who both is worthy of great things 
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and deems himself worthy of them. His self-regard arises from the fact 
that he possesses all the virtues and each of them to the greatest degree. 
Because of his great virtue, he rightly regards himself'as worthy of the ex- 
ternal good considered the greatest, “that which we assign to the gods, 
that at which people of worth aim, and that which is the prize conferred 
on the noblest people” (1123b18-20). This good is honor. 

Greatness of soul requires both that the great-souled person possess 
“what is great in each virtue” and that he have the correct regard for his 
virtue; the honor he pays to himselfis the natural complement of the mag- 
nificent man’s attitude toward his works. Yet even though the great-souled 
man considers honor his just due, the regard he has for his own virtue has 
a paradoxical effect: it makes him ambivalent toward this greatest exter- 
nal good. Precisely as a result of his self-awareness, the great-souled man 
disdains all external goods, including honor, as paltry, because nothing is 
commensurate in his eyes with perfect virtue, and virtue is the only end 
to which he is devoted. The perspective of the great-souled man thus rep- 
resents the explicit fulfillment of a most fundamental principle of virtue: 
that it be chosen as an end in itself. Greatness of soul accordingly consti- 
tutes the peak of an ascent of the virtues from courage. Aristotle calls it 
the “crown” (kosmos) of the virtues, an adornment of them by which they 
are magnified. 

Since the great-souled man acts only in a manner appropriate to his 
virtue, he can be expected to reflect his greatness in all his attitudes and 
actions. For example, he accepts only great honors or those bestowed by 
serious men, he is equanimous in both good and bad fortune, he seeks to 
benefit others but disdains requesting or receiving aid because it is a sign 
of inferiority, he is not fearful of the opinion of others, and he never de- 
scends to partaking in personal conversation about himself or others or 
to being concerned with petty evils or revenge. In the course of enumer- 
ating the great-souled man’s impressive qualities, Aristotle notes also that 
he will undertake few actions, and then only great actions and risks, since 
these alone are appropriate to his great virtue. Yet whenever he takes risks, 
“he throws away his life on the grounds that living is not at all worthwhile” 
(1124b8-9). The dedication to virtue that issues in the great-souled man’s 
contempt for external goods—the same contempt that gives him his dig- 
nified equanimity in the face of good and bad fortune—appears also to 
influence his view of life itself. Just as external goods pale in comparison 
to virtue, so even life itself takes on a certain insignificance— Aristotle 
says three times of the great-souled man that “nothing is great” to him. 
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By recalling one of Aristotle’s most poignant observations concern- 
ing the courageous man, we see that a certain transformation has been 
involved in the movement from courage to greatness of soul: whereas 
the courageous man will lay down his life for the sake of the noble but 
feels pain in doing so, because he knows that he is forsaking his greatest 
goods, the great-souled man, because he cares only for virtue and identi- 
fies it fully with his own good, is willing to throw away his life for the sake 
of one great and noble act. The progression from courage to greatness of 
soul thus refines our understanding of nobility: it consists not in the for- 
saking of one’s greatest goods, but in “greatness.” At the peak of this pro- 
gression that is greatness of soul, we have arrived at the most complete 
and explicit identification of virtue as that end which is both noble and 
good— in other words, as the highest end of human action. 

Yet a difficulty threatens to obtrude. In book 1 Aristotle had insisted 
that although virtue is an end in itself, it is also subordinate to the end 
that is truly most final for human beings: happiness (1097b1—5). Book 1 
suggested that rigorous attention to the question of the highest good en- 
tails an express admission of the subordination of virtue to happiness. 
This admission, however, is in tension with the principle that virtue must 
have itself as an end; and these two ends, and their apparent ranking, may 
well color even a serious human being’s dedication to virtue. For this rea- 
son, Aristotle deflects attention from the subordination of virtue to hap- 
piness when he moves to the account of moral virtue: whereas in book 1, 
he had maintained that the prize and end of virtue is happiness, in his ac- 
count of courage he identifies the end of virtue as nobility and, in the dis- 
cussion of greatness of soul, as honor. 

Nevertheless, the problem of the relation between virtue and happi- 
ness remains present, even or precisely at the peak of the virtues. This dif- 
ficulty is revealed also in seemingly small contradictions in the views of 
the great-souled man. Despite his apparently singular dedication to vir- 
tue, for example, he wishes that it be rewarded with a good other than 
itself, even an inferior good such as he thinks honor to be. Further, al- 
though in his dedication to virtue he seeks to be fully self-sufficient and 
impervious to reverses of fortunes, he in fact quite dependent on for- 
tune: his greatness of soul depends on a certain wealth, position, and 
good birth, and the exercise of his great virtue requires the opportunity 
for great actions. Indeed, as a result of his wish to undertake only great 
and renowned actions, he is largely idle. Yet happiness requires the activ- 
ity of virtue. Finally, the great-souled man’s concern for happiness or the 
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good life in a broad sense is evidenced by his willingness to accommo- 
date a friend; he thus seeks friends, who are indispensable to our happi- 
ness and are held to be our greatest external good, as Aristotle observes in 
book 9. 

By pressing the question of happiness here, we may bring to the ac- 
count of the virtues an indelicate explicitness with regard to the prob- 
lematic relation of virtue and happiness, as Aristotle’s own efforts to mute 
the question suggest. Such indelicacy, however, alerts us to an important 
feature of the discussion to follow: in the movement away from the peak 
that is greatness of soul, Aristotle will identify virtue less with the doing 
of noble and great deeds and more with those qualities that contribute to 
the good life broadly speaking. Most significantly, he emphasizes virtues 
that contribute to good relations in our associations with others. This 
movement culminates in his account of the altogether political virtue, 
justice, which constitutes the use of all the virtues “in relation to another” 
(1129b26-7). 

In thus identifying a second complete virtue, Aristotle invites the com- 
parison between justice and greatness of soul. It is in fact less indelicate, 
and closer to the surface of Aristotle’s discussion, to note that greatness 
of soul sometimes falls short when it comes to this other complete vir- 
tue. For although greatness of soul is said to constitute the possession of 
each and every virtue, the great-souled man is deficient from the point 
of view of justice: he does not like to recall his debts, he overlooks evils, 
and he acts not out of a sense of justice but out of a sense of his superior- 
ity. The first step in the correction of the defects inherent in greatness of 
soul, in light of the requirements of justice, is taken in Aristotle’s account 
of ambition. As he proceeds on this path to the second complete virtue, 
moreover, he takes up virtues — gentleness, friendliness, truthfulness, and 
wittiness—that point to the good or goods of associations that are not 
political and that pertain to the speeches and actions of these associations 
and to a “living together” that is for the sake of pleasure or play. 


The Turn to Justice and Friendship: Ambition and Gentleness 


Described first as the virtue that pertains to lesser honors, ambition (liter- 
ally “love of honor”: philotimia) represents in one respect a descent from 
the heights of greatness of soul. Given the small imperfections in this 
crown of the virtues, however, the discussion of ambition also represents 
an advance in pointing to the need for a standard by which the proper 
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measure of the love of honor can be established. If we take our bearings 
from the perspective of the great-souled man, the question of this stan- 
dard has been rendered moot inasmuch as he rejects honor as an end for 
its own sake: from this very high point of view, the love of honor so char- 
acteristic of the few who favor the political life is not properly classified 
as a virtue. Yet, as Aristotle now insists, we generally praise the man who 
loves honor “more than the many do” and call him “manly and a lover of 
what is noble” (1125b11-17). Moreover, honor is indeed an object of long- 
ing and a good for which human beings vie, as is evidenced by the opin- 
ion of those who strive for it, including even the great-souled man him- 
self. But while the account of ambition points to the need for a standard 
by which the competition for this good can be mediated, Aristotle con- 
cludes the discussion without establishing any such standard, saying only 
that the relevant mean is nameless and that consequently “the extremes 
seem to dispute over it as if it were unclaimed” (1125b17-18). 

In the discussion of justice, honor is one of the common goods that is 
apportioned in accord with the distributive principle of merit, and the 
great-souled man’s claim that virtue is the true ground of merit in this re- 
gard proves to be but one among others: in the dispute about what con- 
stitutes merit, democrats say that it is freedom; oligarchs, wealth; oth- 
ers, noble birth; and aristocrats, virtue. The great-souled man’s claim for 
honor must accordingly establish its worthiness not only to the satisfac- 
tion of his own, albeit high, point of view but also against these other 
claims (compare Politics 1281a11 and following). Hence, although the dis- 
cussion of ambition may represent a descent from greatness of soul, this 
movement takes account of the political character of human existence 
and a new peak in justice, the virtue that attends to the demand that each 
individual be assigned his just share of the good. 

Aristotle begins his ascent to this new peak by turning next to the char- 
acteristic pertaining to anger. Acknowledging that, like ambition, this 
virtue has no name, Aristotle chooses to call it “gentleness,” a name that 
actually suggests the virtue’s similarly nameless deficiency. But one who 
is correctly disposed with respect to anger in fact tends toward its def- 
ciency or lack: the gentle person is distinguished as one who “wishes to 
be calm and not led by his passion, but rather as reason may command,’ 
and he is consequently more disposed to forgive than to be moved by 
the common desire for revenge and punishment. This disposition toward 
forgiveness sometimes makes the gentle person an object of blame rather 
than praise: he is thought to be a fool and slavish, for he appears to en- 


266] INTERPRETIVE ESSAY 


dure foul abuse and to overlook his own affairs. Strictly speaking, in fact, 
the person who has the correct disposition with regard to anger becomes 
angry “at the things and with whom he ought... and, further, in the way, 
when, and for as much time as he ought” (1125b31-32). Indeed, in certain 
circumstances, not gentleness but harshness, the extreme of anger iden- 
tified as most opposed to the mean, is praised: harsh human beings are 
sometimes praised as manly on the grounds that they are able to rule. 

In the account of gentleness, we begin to see a divergence of ends 
within moral virtue itself, a divergence indicated by the fact that gentle- 
ness is not always praised. That harshness is sometimes praised, gentle- 
ness sometimes censured, points to the tension between the punitive jus- 
tice necessary to political rule and the forgiveness toward which reason 
by itself tends. Aristotle’s account of gentleness thus suggests that moral 
virtue points to at least two different ends: one that tends toward politics 
or rule, one that tends away from it. This latter possibility is suggested 
by Aristotle’s observation that gentleness contributes to good relations 
among friends and associates. It is explored in the subsequent account of 
three virtues that pertain to the virtues bound up with our associations 
that are not strictly political: friendliness, truthfulness, and wittiness. 


The “Social” Virtues: Friendliness, Truthfulness, and Wittiness 


In taking up the virtues that pertain to these associations, Aristotle 
changes the order from his original list in 2.7. There he had listed “friend- 
liness” after truthfulness and wittiness and had unqualifiedly identified it 
as friendship, implying that he meant nothing less than the full scope of 
associations he discusses in books 8 and 9 (1108a26-—30). By now chang- 
ing the order of the three virtues and omitting friendship for the time be- 
ing, Aristotle indicates that an account of our shared life or associations 
demands the fuller treatment provided in the two books on friendship; 
the discussion of the moral virtues cannot be the last word on the ques- 
tion of the best life. Indeed, in naming these largely nameless virtues that 
pertain to pleasure and truth in our speeches and actions, including our 
playful amusements, Aristotle also points to a good or goods that, not be- 
ing wholly within the ordinary moral horizon, need to be identified and 
defined. Consequently, his discussion of these apparently minor virtues 
expands the perspective of the spoudaios and would seem perhaps even to 
cross “conventional” boundaries of moral virtue. 

Aristotle here paints a portrait of refinement that illuminates the sig- 
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nificance of the virtues in our associations: the civility of well-mannered 
friendliness, for example, against obsequious fawning and peevish quar- 
relsomeness, the refreshing truthfulness of a “plain dealer” in contrast 
to a tedious boaster, and the elevated humor of tactful wittiness against 
coarse buffoonery or dour boorishness. As he proceeds, moreover, two is- 
sues arise: first, a question that had not before been in doubt, whether the 
virtues are means or whether they can be defined in terms of the particu- 
lar end they serve; and second, whether there is an end that may reflect 
or support the life of moral virtue without being wholly encompassed 
within it. These issues are most pointed in his accounts of truthfulness 
and wittiness. 

Aristotle restricts truthfulness and its associated vices to what a person 
claims to be or to possess, as distinguished from anything related to jus- 
tice and injustice. The truthful person claims to be nothing more or less 
than he is. He is flanked on the one extreme by the boaster, who pretends 
to be greater than he is, and on the other by the person who pretends to 
be less than he is, whom Aristotle chooses to call “ironic.” Because both 
extremes involve lying or dissembling, they prove blameworthy when 
held up against the noble dedication to truthfulness. Yet their blame- 
worthiness becomes less apparent when Aristotle proceeds to observe 
that those who boast for monetary gain—who pretend, for example, to 
be a prophet, a wise man, or a doctor with a view to their own profit— 
are worse than those who boast because they desire a good reputation 
or honor. Thus, although each type of boaster manifests the same vice, 
blameworthiness is assessed largely on the basis of the particular end each 
chooses; it is this choice, Aristotle now says, that makes each a boaster. 

Just as the blameworthiness of boasting proves to be more compli- 
cated than we might expect, so too does the blameworthiness of the 
other extreme, irony. Although Aristotle insistently maintains that the 
truthful person acts and speaks truthfully, because this is “the sort of 
person he is” (1127a27-28, bl-3), the hierarchy of boasters here suggests 
that this person’s virtue is also connected with a preference for truth over 
money or repute. In a word, he is what Aristotle calls a “lover of truth” 
(philaléthés), and his love of truth is appropriate to his virtue since false- 
hood is wretched and blameworthy, truth noble and praiseworthy. Yet 
Aristotle makes clear that, in certain circumstances, truthfulness, the 
mean, is not praiseworthy: even the truthful person sometimes prefers 
irony as the more graceful manner of speech. Those who employ irony 
appear refined in character, for they seem to speak not with a view to gain 
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but to avoid bombast. Offering a rare example of one who possesses a spe- 
cific characteristic, Aristotle maintains that this is what “Socrates used to 
do” (1127b22-26). 

To present Socrates as the exemplar of irony, however, does not illus- 
trate the immediate point. Rather, it serves to blur what is in fact a sharp 
line between gentlemanly or moral virtue and Socratic or philosophic vir- 
tue. For though a lover of truth, the gentleman is not yet a philosopher: 
a gentleman sometimes speaks ironically because it is graceful or noble 
to do so, whereas Socrates's irony was a part of his quest for wisdom, a 
quest often in tension with conventional convictions and authorities. The 
essential difference between a gentleman and a philosopher can be ex- 
pressed also as a distinction between the ends to which each is dedicated: 
to moral virtue, on the one hand, and to wisdom, on the other (compare 
1095b17—19). The implication of these different ends sheds light on Aris- 
totle’s willingness in this latter half of his account, and precisely at the be- 
ginning of his account of truthfulness, to raise the question of whether 
the virtues really are means. 

After praising irony for a second time and reproaching by comparison 
the other extreme, boasting, Aristotle turns to wittiness. Though he ear- 
lier classified wittiness as pertaining to pleasure in play, he now broadens 
it as pertaining to rest, one part of life, and specifically to passing the time 
(diagogeé) in play, a part of rest. Rest and play, he observes, are “necessary 
in life” (1128b3—4). He will later make clear that we play for the sake of 
further activity, noting on the authority of Anacharsis that we do not play 
for its own sake but in order to be serious (1176b33—117741). The serious 
activity of life to which play is ancillary is, for the gentleman, clearly polit- 
ical activity, and the discussion of wittiness thus provides a fitting prelude 
to that of the next virtue, justice. Yet the discussion of wittiness points 
also in another direction, toward a possibility Aristotle will fully consider 
only in book 10. 

With respect to play too there is a graceful way of conducting one- 
self, and Aristotle praises gentlemanly wit as a mean between the crude 
jesting of buffoons, who always strive after a laugh and spare no one, not 
even themselves, from pain or embarrassment, and the dour humorless- 
ness of boors, who will not abide any kind of fun, either of their own or 
of others’ making. Those who “play gracefully” are both nimble-witted 
and tactful; as they engage in their amusements, they do not say or lis- 
ten to anything that would cause another distress or be inappropriate for 
a liberal and decent human being—a refinement that marks the superi- 
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ority of free and educated people over the slavish and of the graceful in- 
nuendo of New Comedy over the coarseness and crudeness of the Old. 
Nevertheless, however graceful gentlemanly wit may be, it has its dangers. 
In the midst of his praise of wittiness, Aristotle issues a warning: just as 
lawgivers forbid slandering certain things, so perhaps they need also to 
prohibit joking about some things. The need for such legal prohibition 
is grounded in the power of comedy to effect a kind of liberation; for to 
mock something, and thus to slander it, is to liberate oneself from it. It 
is precisely this power that prompts Aristotle, in his account of the best 
regime, to prohibit the young from seeing lampoons and comedic spec- 
tacles (Politics 1336b27-35). 

It is curious that Aristotle should choose to distinguish wittiness as the 
virtue pertaining to rest, especially since he never refers to it in his discus- 
sion of rest and leisure in the Politics and mentions comedy only to com- 
ment on its deleterious effect on the young. Yet if laughter and comedy 
have the liberating power he suggests, then the gentleman, in the very op- 
eration of his wit, possesses the capacity to achieve a certain distance and 
even liberation from law and the regime to which he is otherwise dedi- 
cated. Indeed, wittiness may even be the gentlemanly version of Socratic 
irony, since both appear to follow a law of their own but employ a kind 
of understatement out of deference to convention and the authority of 
the lawgiver. The gentleman’s graceful play thus shows itself, if not to be 
ancillary to philosophy, then to share in some of the character of the lei- 
sured activity that in book 10 Aristotle will praise as best. It is accordingly 
fitting that Aristotle should choose to single out wittiness as the virtue 
pertaining to play and should use the discussion of this apparently mi- 
nor Virtue to praise the virtuous person as being “like a law unto himself” 
(1128a31—32). 

But if, by dint of its quasi-independence from convention and the re- 
gime, the wittiness of the gentleman is the closest he comes to philosophic 
enlightenment, this amounts to saying that he does not fully achieve it: 
there are still things he will never say, and some he will not abide even 
hearing. Thus Aristotle includes tact as a part of the mean, because it be- 
longs to the gentleman to heed convention and the lawgiver’s prohibi- 
tions, a suggestion Aristotle strikingly reiterates in the brief account of 
the passion of shame preceding the discussion of justice. Shame is not 
strictly speaking a virtue, because the decent (or equitable: epieikes) per- 
son will not do shameful things, and whether such things are shameful in 
truth or only by opinion does not matter. To put this suggestion in its best 
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light: while the gentleman is “like a law unto himself? he is never lawless, 
which is appropriate to his virtue, and especially to his justice. 

But for Aristotle’s efforts, the grandeur of greatness of soul and the 
nobility or brilliance of other virtues such as courage and magnificence 
might cause us to overlook the otherwise nameless and apparently mi- 
nor virtues he includes in his list. The consideration of these very char- 
acteristics, however, has proved to be an integral part of his investiga- 
tion of the good life in a complete sense. The particular virtues are never 
simply incompatible with one another, as Aristotle’s insistence that the 
virtues are all parts of a whole suggests; but the status of each within that 
constellation differs, as is clearly indicated by the fact that there are two 
“complete” virtues: greatness of soul, or virtue in relation to oneself, and 
justice, or virtue in relation to another. The investigation of the moral 
virtues thus moves from the three virtues that refine our various associa- 
tions with one another to culminate in Aristotle’s lengthy account of jus- 
tice, the comprehensive virtue that looks to the happiness of the political 
community as a whole. 


ON JUSTICE (BOOK 5) 


Aristotle begins his inquiry into this final moral virtue by emphasizing 
that justice is like the other virtues in constituting a characteristic that dis- 
poses us to act well, namely, to do just things, act justly, and wish for just 
things. His first task, then, is to examine justice as a virtue that constitutes 
our perfection. The immediate complication is that justice has two simi- 
lar but not identical meanings: the lawbreaker is thought to be unjust, but 
so too is “he who grasps for more [pleonektés] and is unequal [or “unfair”: 
anisos|” (1129a32-34). In short, justice may mean either “lawfulness” or 
“fairness, alternatives that Aristotle classifies under the respective head- 
ings of general and particular justice. Accordingly, there are two differ- 
ent, though related, characteristics in the case of justice: general justice as 
lawfulness is complete virtue, understood as the sum of all the virtues di- 
rected toward the good of another; and particular justice, understood as 
equality or fairness, is the proper disposition concerning the goods— 
security, money, and honor—in which all who belong to the political 
community must share. 

In exploring the full range of justice as a virtue, Aristotle addresses the 
question raised by its relation to greatness of soul: whether the devotion 
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to the common good can be reconciled in the best case with the dedica- 
tion to one’s perfection in virtue simply. The potential limits of justice in 
this regard first become apparent in the discussion of particular justice. 
In brief, the requirements of particular justice prove to be grounded in a 
standard other than the one that Aristotle himself establishes as that by 
which an individual ought to choose the good things, namely, one’s true 
benefit, which, in the best case, is the possession and activity of the vir- 
tues that pertain to the good things simply. Yet, in contrast to the other 
virtues, justice as a mean is defined not in relation to our perfection in 
this respect, but in terms of a principle of equality that grounds the “re- 
gime” (politeia) and determines the distribution of common goods. For 
this reason, Aristotle will clarify the character of justice as a virtue only af- 
ter he has investigated the “proportional reciprocity” at the origin of the 
political community. After setting forth Aristotle’s accounts of general 
and particular justice as perfections, then, we will turn to his discussion 
of reciprocity for the light it sheds on the limits of justice. 


Justice as the Lawful 


General justice is complete virtue in being all the virtues “summed up” in 
one and “directed toward another, and central here is its connection with 
the law. As Aristotle observes, “all lawful things are somehow just,’ not 
only because they have been “defined by the legislative art,’ but also be- 
cause they have a comprehensive scope and end: the laws “pronounce on 
all things” and seek the common advantage, which may be understood, 
given the variety of regimes, as “either [the advantage] for all persons or 
for the best or for those who have authority, either in accord with vir- 
tue or in some other such way” (1129b14~-17). Complete virtue is justice, 
then, because as the lawful, it both commands the deeds of virtue and 
forbids those of vice in order to “produce and preserve happiness and its 
parts for the political community” (1129b17—19). With this end in view, 
for example, the law commands courage in requiring that soldiers not 
break ranks in battle; moderation, in prohibiting adultery or outrage; 
and gentleness, in forbidding assault or slander. The law thus strives to 
instill all the virtues, or “general justice,” in every citizen. 

The orientation of general justice toward the common good consti- 
tutes its unique power — “justice alone of the virtues is held to be another's 
good” (1130a3—5, emphasis added )—and asa result of this, justice attracts 
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very high praise as “the greatest of the virtues” (1129b27-29). Indeed, the 
case for justice as the greatest virtue is the one Aristotle offers here in op- 
position to the attack on justice to which he alludes. For whereas Thrasy- 
machus, in Plato’s Republic (338c—339a), decries as dupes precisely those 
who are just and law-abiding because they do nothing more than serve 
the advantage of the rulers who are “stronger,” Aristotle here recalls Bias’s 
saying that “office will show the man” (1130a1-2)—a man, that is, who is 
“a guardian of the just” and not, as Thrasymachus would have it, a tyrant. 
Indeed, far from condemning justice as the advantage of another, Aris- 
totle distinguishes between the best and worst human beings in a man- 
ner heavily weighted on the side of justice: “Worst, then, is he who treats 
both himself and his friends in a corrupt way, but best is he who makes 
use of virtue not in relation to himself but in relation to another. For this 
is a difficult task” (1130a5—8). By identifying the best actions with defini- 
tively just acts, at the same time as he singles out the difficulty of such acts, 
Aristotle captures a side of justice that Thrasymachus’s attack obscures. 
Justice does indeed require us to act with a view to another's good, and 
this is exactly why it is and should be admired. 

Insofar as it is citizens who carry out virtuous actions, all such actions 
have a dual aspect: they can be understood from the point of view of ei- 
ther one’s own perfection or another’s benefit. Justice would appear to be 
the most complete of the virtues because, in obvious contrast to the pride 
and self-sufficiency of greatness of soul, it comprises both the sum of the 
virtues and the “use” of this perfection for another’s good. General jus- 
tice, by this account, constitutes both another’s good and our true perfec- 
tion, a conclusion Aristotle encourages by saying that virtue and justice 
are the same, though “in their being” they differ: “in the respect in which 
[the characteristic] bears a relation to another, it is justice; in the respect 
in which it is simply a characteristic of this sort, it is virtue” (1130a10-13). 

Having bestowed such praise on general justice, Aristotle turns to par- 
ticular justice, which he tells us is the true focus of our investigation. Like 
the other virtues, particular justice is a part of the law and so of general 
justice: it is therefore not only its own perfection as a virtue but also a part 
of that complete virtue commanded by the law with a view to the com- 
mon advantage. Like general justice, however, particular justice is also 
distinguished from the other virtues in being defined by its orientation 
“toward another,’ and the investigation of particular justice begins to il- 
luminate the problematic consequence of this orientation for justice as a 
mean and a virtue. 
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Justice as Fairness or Equality 


Most commentators who treat particular justice in the Nicomachean Eth- 
ics tend to focus on its technical terms, that is, the proportional equalities 
of its two forms, distributive and corrective justice. “Distributive” justice 
is concerned with equality in the distribution of the goods common to 
those who share in the regime, and it assigns those goods in accord with 
a principle that “all” agree with, which is merit or desert. “Corrective” 
justice pertains to contracts or transactions, “voluntary and involuntary,’ 
and because it is blind to the differences in merit of those involved in the 
transaction, it employs an arithmetical proportion to restore the parties 
involved in an unjust transaction to the correct equality by compensating 
the plaintiff and inflicting a loss on the wrongdoer. 

Aristotle’s own first order of business in the discussion of particular 
justice, however, is to prove that it is in fact like the other virtues in be- 
ing a characteristic and a specific perfection. Yet his very efforts in this 
direction suggest room for doubt. He argues that although some bad ac- 
tions may appear to issue from a vice other than injustice, they actually 
stem from the desire “to grasp for more” than is one’s share. The person 
who acts from cowardice may flee danger, for example, or a stingy person 
may begrudge a loan, but neither acts with a view to profit or gain strictly 
speaking; indeed, they may even suffer a loss as a result of their specific 
vices. By contrast, in wanting more of the good things without consider- 
ation for others, the one who acts out of injustice would perform these 
same deeds simply from the desire for gain. Particular justice is thus dis- 
tinguished both from the other virtues and from complete justice as the 
perfection that pertains specifically to gain: the just human being in this 
sense is disposed to take only his own fair or equal portion of the goods 
that are shared. The crucial question for particular justice, then, is this: 
how ought one to define the “equality” in accord with which one must 
choose those goods? For it is in connection with this question that the 
crucial difference between justice and the other virtues begins to emerge. 

This difference comes to sight as Aristotle links the assignment of 
“the equal” in particular justice with the definition of justice asa mean and 
virtue. For the just mean represents not our good condition with respect 
to two extremes, deficiency and excess, but the principle of equality estab- 
lished by law, in relation to which the excess and the deficiency —taking 
more and receiving less than this equality—are then defined. In its dis- 
tributive form, particular justice is the object of a dispute that points ulti- 
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mately to the problematic significance of the regime in defining justice as 
a mean and a virtue. For the regime and its principle of merit determine 
the distribution of ruling offices and the end for the sake of which that 
rule is exercised; the regime thus constitutes the fundamental “equality” 
in accord with which one is deemed just in any given community (Politics 
1278b10~-15, 1279a25-1279b10). Aristotle acknowledges, however, that 
there are deep divisions concerning what constitutes merit in the distri- 
bution of the common goods: “democrats say it is freedom; oligarchs, 
wealth; others, good birth; aristocrats, virtue” (1131a27-29). The “fights 
and accusations” that break out when there is a perceived inequality ex- 
tend not only to the distribution of security, money, and honor, then, but 
also to the regime itself as the defining distributive principle of the politi- 
cal community. 

Aristotle leaves the full resolution of the dispute connected with rul- 
ing offices to his Politics (1280a7 and following), but his discussion of 
“reciprocity” points to the necessary and problematic role of the regime 
in establishing justice as a mean and a virtue. As Aristotle’s final step in 
clarifying the limits of justice, this discussion also begins to illuminate a 
tension within moral virtue between the two ends that demand our de- 
votion as morally serious human beings: the common good, on the one 
hand, and our perfection in virtue as an end in itself, on the other. 


Reciprocity and the Regime 


Aristotle’s discussion of reciprocity presents itself largely as an analysis of 
the conditions for economic exchange necessary for the common life of 
individuals seeking the good. Yet this analysis also raises the more funda- 
mental question concerning the very foundation of political rule. While 
rejecting the view of the “Pythagoreans” that justice is simple reciproc- 
ity (or “retaliation” antipeponthos) —suffering what one has done to an- 
other— Aristotle insists that a certain proportionate reciprocity is nec- 
essary if human beings are to come together in a political association. 
There is the necessity of “exchange” in the case of both evils and goods; 
for if people cannot requite evil for evil, they are regarded as slaves, and 
without an exchange of goods, there is no community. Accordingly, reci- 
procity in the form of an original equality among individuals must exist 
if a community is to exist. Indeed, this equality, however it is finally elab- 
orated, is the ground of law, since law is natural only among those “for 
whom there is equality in ruling and being ruled” (1134b14~-15). 
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Now, in the case of economic exchange, the natural standard by which 
goods are valued is “need,” and the “measure”—the term which repre- 
sents need, makes the value of goods comparable, and acts as a guaran- 
tee of future exchange—is, by general agreement or convention, money. 
By equalizing goods in this manner, money makes possible a relation of 
exchange that holds the community together. But every political asso- 
ciation must agree also on the distribution of political goods, the most 
fundamental of which are the ruling offices. The arrangement of these of- 
fices is determined, as we have seen, by the distributive principle everyone 
agrees with: to each in accord with merit. Not need but merit, then, estab- 
lishes commensurability, and honor, not money, is the currency when it 
comes to the distribution of political offices (compare Politics 1278b8—17, 
1279a22—32, 1280a7—21, 1281a28—39). 

In determining what or who is to be honored in the matter of ruling, 
however, we are thrown back on the dispute over what constitutes merit: 
is it freedom, wealth, noble birth, or virtue? The “fights and accusations” 
that erupt over the distribution of offices in particular are the most press- 
ing issue for justice, as an important example brings home. For if, Aris- 
totle observes, a ruler strikes one who is ruled, the ruler should not be 
struck in return; if the reverse were to happen, however, then the one who 
is ruled should not only be struck in return but also be punished in addi- 
tion. As this example pointedly recalls, justice must preserve rule and jus- 
tify the compulsion or punishment necessary for ensuring the obedience 
to law. In acknowledging the necessity for such coercion, in fact, Aristotle 
draws our attention to his general reticence to speak of force and punish- 
ment throughout his account of justice. In this regard, we note that his 
treatment of justice, and of moral virtue generally, is intended to temper 
moral indignation, which Aristotle classifies not as a virtue but as a pas- 
sion. His “mathematical” treatment of distributive and commutative jus- 
tice not only downplays the dispute over rule but also virtually ignores 
the role of anger and retribution in the punishment of harms. Even as 
he acknowledges the need to “reciprocate harm for harm” in his anal- 
ysis of proportionate reciprocity, he focuses on the exchange of goods 
and thereby on the more voluntary pursuits that bring human beings to- 
gether in community. Nevertheless, the role of reciprocity at the origin 
of the political community reminds us that justice involves an agreement 
concerning the most fundamental question of rule, and even Aristotle’s 
studied avoidance of the issue of force cannot fully cover over the partly 
compulsory character of this “agreement” and so of the defining principle 
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of the political community, the regime, in accord with which justice is a 
mean and a Virtue. 

Once he has clarified the origin of the political community in propor- 
tionate reciprocity, Aristotle acknowledges that justice is not a mean with 
respect to two vices. Rather, in hewing to the mean or middle term, the 
just person “is said to be disposed to act according to his choice of what 
is just, and to distribute things to himself in relation to another (and to 
another person in relation to a third), zo¢ in such a way as to distribute 
more of what is choiceworthy to himself and less to his neighbor, and of 
harm the reverse, but rather to distribute what is equal in accord with the 
proportion” (1134a1-6, emphasis added). As a characteristic and a part 
of general justice, therefore, particular justice disposes a person to abide 
by the mean established in law, and the law itself accords with the equal- 
ity consistent with the common advantage of those who “share in the re- 
gime” (compare 1130b30-32). 


Justice and the Dual Ends of Moral Virtue 


In light of the conclusion that the just choice accords with the mean es- 
tablished in law and, more fundamentally, the regime, we are now in a 
position to consider the status of justice with respect to the other stan- 
dard for choice pointed to by Aristotle. This standard, to repeat, was the 
good— in the best case, the individual’s possession and activity of virtue. 
Aristotle’s analysis of justice as a virtue has raised the question whether, 
even in the best case, the law can reconcile the two ends to which it de- 
mands our devotion as morally serious human beings: the common good, 
on the one hand, and our perfection in virtue as an end in itself, on the 
other. 

Aristotle proposed a preliminary answer to this difficult question in 
his discussion of particular justice as a characteristic: justice is the spe- 
cific perfection that pertains to the desire for gain. To choose in accord 
with justice and the law, by this account, is to act in accord with the virtue 
with respect to gain. But in the course of providing evidence that there 
is a characteristic we identify with particular justice, Aristotle reminded 
us that there are other characteristics pertaining to gain: liberality, for ex- 
ample, in the case of wealth, as well as courage and greatness of soul in 
their relation to security and honor, the other goods associated with par- 
ticular justice. How, then, can it be said that particular justice constitutes 
the proper perfection pertaining to gain? Aristotle suggests an answer 
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by making particular justice a part of complete justice: particular justice 
constitutes the proper mean pertaining to gain in relation to the com- 
mon good. But this answer, we can now see, merely begs the question. 
For justice's status as a virtue is on the table precisely because the mean in 
the case of justice is established not simply by reference to our good con- 
dition regarding gain but by the proportion established by law concern- 
ing parties who contend for the good things. If in its connection with 
the common good, particular justice is not a mean with respect to two 
vices, then by this very fact, it is also not like the other virtues in being an 
“extreme” in accord with “what is best and the doing of something well” 
(1107a6—8). Just action accords with what is held by the regime to be fair 
or equal, and not with the good judged by any other standard. 

We are confronted by the difficulty, then, that particular justice as a 
mean is necessarily defined by a standard other than the good condition 
of the individual with respect to moral virtue. For in determining the dis- 
tribution of goods among equals, justice must guard the good of the com- 
munity as a whole, and even in the best case—the regime in which merit 
is defined by virtue—not only are there competing claims of merit, but 
the goods human beings generally pursue are limited and must be shared. 
Indeed, by definition, the “equal” as a measure for particular justice exists 
to adjudicate competing claims with regard to the good, and the very “na- 
ture of justice” is to be this principle of equality by which limited goods 
are distributed. It is for this reason also that justice can never be wholly 
separated from compulsion. 

The problem presented in the case of particular justice mirrors the 
problem for justice generally. In being oriented toward the general ad- 
vantage of the community, the virtues understood as general justice must 
take their bearings from an end other than themselves. The difficulty 
for the virtuous individual is most striking in the situations in which the 
community's good and the activity of moral virtue are most at odds: for 
example, when the common good requires ignominious surrender rather 
than noble action in battle; when a generous or magnificent act would 
mean robbing from one to give to another; when the defense of the coun- 
try calls for deception or fraud, or even the betrayal of a friend; when jus- 
tice demands punishments at which reason balks. In seeking to handle 
this difficulty, and to preserve the law’s full moral authority and good- 
ness, one might be tempted to redefine virtue solely in terms of the com- 
mon good: if surrender is necessary for the preservation of the commu- 
nity, then surrender is the truly courageous or noble act. Yet Aristotle’s 
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own investigation of moral virtue indicates that this temptation should 
be resisted. For, in addition to his insistence that each virtue has its own 
precise definition and is an end in its own right, he shows that the law 
also looks to more than the requirements of the political community 
in defining our perfection, and that the morally serious person under- 
stands this perfection not simply in terms of the common good, but in 
terms of his own nobility. Even in the case ofa community as intimate and 
grounded in affection as the family, Aristotle suggests, ifa base act should 
be required for the “noble end” of its preservation, the act itself does not 
cease to be base, and the action of a virtuous person in such a situation 
is therefore “chosen” under compulsion. Although the law and a decent 
human being may bow to the necessity of actions that preserve the com- 
mon good, then, neither would wish to redefine as virtue such deception, 
fraud, or betrayal that the common good may require but moral virtue 
abhors. 

The deepest difficulty that Aristotle points to in his account of partic- 
ular justice is the tension between moral virtue’s orientation toward the 
common good and its requirements and activity as an end independent of 
that good. Accordingly, when he cautions early in his discussion of justice 
that the education of the citizen (the education with a view to the com- 
munity or common good [to koinon]) may not be the same as the educa- 
tion of the good man simply (1130b25—29), he is pointing in the first place 
not to a tension between moral virtue and some other possibility, but to 
a tension within moral virtue. He thus clarifies the problem at the heart 
of civic education: the two ends that necessarily demand our devotion 
as morally serious human beings cannot be fully reconciled. In this way, 
Aristotle's account of the virtues both describes the political community’s 
noblest pedagogic aim and, on the basis of this community’s own aim, es- 
tablishes its limits. 


Natural Justice, Equity, and “Correct Reason” 


Having completed his investigation of justice as a virtue, Aristotle indi- 
cates that he has sufficiently treated the “nature of each [justice and in- 
justice]” and “the just and unjust in the general sense” (1134.a14-16), but 
his discussion does not end here. He proceeds with accounts of political 
and natural justice; just and unjust action in their relation to choice; eq- 
uity; and a final statement on the connection between law and correct 
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reason. In his discussion of political justice, Aristotle recalls the primacy 
of justice and the political community. For law, and so political justice, 
“exists among those who share a life in common with a view to being 
self-sufficient, who are free and equal, either in accord with a proportion 
or arithmetically” (1134a26-31). The political community is thus con- 
stituted not only by “equality in ruling and being ruled” (1134b14-15; 
compare Politics 1287a8-18), but also by a common life that aims at “self- 
sufficiency” —at living well (Politics 1252b27—1253b1). The political com- 
munity’s primacy in this regard —its constitution of the good life in com- 
mon—underlies the moral authority of the law, the greatness of justice 
as a virtue, and the nobility, not to say divinity, of the city’s claim on its 
citizens. 

Yet, to raise only one serious question that may ultimately bear on the 
political community’s claim in this regard, we note a controversy that 
has long divided commentators on Aristotle’s astonishingly brief account 
of natural justice: whether we can infer from this account the existence 
of immutable principles of action. The immediate problem is that Aris- 
totle classifies natural justice as a part of political justice. Yet political jus- 
tice itself is derived, not from nature, which is always the same, whether 
here or in Persia, but from particular regimes, which vary. Nevertheless, 
against those who would argue that a// the just things exist solely by law 
or convention, Aristotle unambiguously insists that there are indeed 
just things by nature. In his most puzzling statement, he acknowledges 
that “what is by nature is unchangeable and has the same capacity every- 
where,’ only then to assert that “among us [human beings], there is in fact 
something that is [just] by nature, though it is altogether changeable” and 
that the just by nature and the just by convention “are similarly change- 
able” (1134b24-32). If the fundamental question raised by justice is the 
identity of the true good of human beings, then among the puzzles that 
Aristotle’s discussion of natural justice presents is the one with which he 
concludes: “the just things that are not natural but human are not every- 
where the same, since the regimes are not either; but everywhere there is 
only one regime that is in accord with nature, the best regime” (1135a3-5). 
Aristotle seems to take his bearings here by the good rather than the just: 
the naturally dest is not always and everywhere just. 

It is not surprising, given all this, that Aristotle underscores how dif- 
ficult it is to act justly or to know what is just, since, we now learn, laws 
“are not the just things, except incidentally” (1137a9—-12). Indeed, his next 
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important subject, equity, points to the same conclusion. Equity is a “cor- 
rection of the legally just.” which is necessary because, given the law’s gen- 
erality, it can speak accurately to the infinite variety of particular circum- 
stances only “for the most part.” Still, Aristotle maintains, the law itself is 
not “ignorant of the error” involved, which is “not in the law or in the law- 
giver but in the nature of the matter at hand. For such is simply the stuff 
of which actions are made” (1137b8—19). In seeking to rectify the error 
caused by the law’s necessary generality, then, we look to “what the law- 
giver himself would have said if he had been present and, if he had known 
of this case, what he would have legislated” (1137b22—24). Aristotle calls 
this correction of the law “the nature of the equitable” (1137b26). Equity 
in this sense would appear to be a reasonable solution to the problem of 
the generality of the law. But it also covers over the more fundamental 
problem: what does the lawgiver himself look to in establishing the laws? 

The extraordinary precision of Aristotle’s account of justice in book 5 
has the unexpected effect of highlighting the instances in which he is am- 
biguous or opaque: the changeable character of natural justice and hence 
the obscurity of its precise dictates, the uncertain status of law as what is 
just, and the somewhat perplexing character of equity. In light of these 
difficulties, Aristotle’s return to the subject of “correct reason” (1138a10) 
as he concludes the account of justice is understandable. For the law is 
not and cannot be our guide simply—it is not absolute in determining 
action —and the specific direction we might hope to gain from the fact 
of the existence of natural justice is undercut, to say the least, by its inher- 
ent changeability. By recalling the subject of correct reason, Aristotle pre- 
pares us for the discussion of intellectual virtue, with the problem of the 
law and the tension within the ends of moral virtue still in play. 


AFTER MORAL VIRTUE: PRUDENCE AND 
SELF-RESTRAINT (BOOKS 6-7.1-10) 


With the taxonomy of the eleven moral virtues now complete, we must 
return to Aristotle's statement in book 2 that his whole inquiry into vir- 
tue is being conducted, “not so that we may know what virtue is, but so 
that we may become good” (1103b26-28). Accordingly, he insisted there 
that what pertains to actions—how one ought to carry out one’s serious 
deeds — must be investigated as well. For although it is certainly instruc- 
tive to say that courage, for example, is a mean between two extremes 
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with regard to confidence and fear and that courageous actions aim at 
what is noble, above all in war, none of this yet helps us determine in this 
or that concrete circumstance precisely what action would be truly cou- 
rageous and so neither cowardly nor reckless: sometimes standing one’s 
ground might well be courageous, sometimes merely reckless, sometimes 
even cowardly. It is important but also insufficient to answer the question 
“what is courage?,’ for we need to know also what specific action will, in 
the circumstances before us, meet the general definition of courage. How, 
in other words, can the courageous person know that a given action must 
be undertaken in order to hit on the mean, the “target,” and so to avoid 
the vicious extremes? 

In book 2, Aristotle had limited himself to the following remark: 
“Now, ‘acting in accord with correct reason’ is commonly granted, and 
let it be posited for now—what pertains to it will be spoken of later, both 
what ‘correct reason’ is and how it relates to the virtues” (1103b31—-34). 
Only at the beginning of book 6 does he return to explore “correct rea- 
son, and he states there with perfect clarity the inadequacy of saying only 
that the virtuous act is the one that accords with “correct reason” and so 
hits the mean: 


But speaking in this way is, though truthful, not at all clear. For in all the 
other concerns too about which a science exists, it is true to say that one 
ought not to strain or slacken either too much or too little, but as accords 
with the mean and as correct reason states. Yet if somebody should pos- 
sess this alone, he would be no further ahead in his knowledge—for ex- 
ample, he would not know what sorts of things ought to be applied to the 
body if somebody should say, “so many things as the art of medicine com- 
mands and as he who possesses that art commands.” Hence in the case of 
the characteristics of the soul too, not only ought this to be stated truly, 
but what correct reason is must also be defined, that is, what its defining 


boundary is. 


Now, book 6 contains many fascinating arguments concerning ( among 
other things) the nature of the human soul, the five ways in which it can 
attain the truth —art, science, prudence, wisdom, and intellect (zous)— 
and the similarities and differences between them. But it has to be said 
that by the end of the book, Aristotle leaves the precise operation of “cor- 
rect reason, in the form of what he calls “prudence” (114.4b27-28), ob- 
scure: it is the problem, not the solution to the problem, that he chooses 
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to state with perfect clarity. We limit ourselves to a brief account of Aris- 
totle’s remarks concerning the status of the knowledge bound up with 
moral action and of its problematic character. 


The Problem of Prudence 


Aristotle begins by repeating that just as the whole soul is divided into 
rational and nonrational—that is, into a part possessing /ogos and a part 
without it—so there must be virtues related to each, the excellence of the 
rational soul being the virtue “of thinking” or contemplative virtue, that 
of the nonrational soul the virtue “of character” or moral virtue. But be- 
cause Aristotle has completed his treatment of the moral virtues, he is es- 
pecially concerned now to indicate that the rational soul too admits of di- 
vision: one part is that by which we contemplate all those sorts of beings 
whose principles do not admit of being otherwise, the other part that by 
which we contemplate all those things that do admit of being otherwise. 
The former is bound up with science, with knowledge in the strictest 
sense, the latter with calculation or deliberation and therewith prudence. 
Science, one might say, is the grasp of the necessity governing such beings 
as exist of necessity and hence (Aristotle here notes) eternally. Prudence, 
by contrast, is concerned not only with things that do admit of being 
other than they are, but also, as a subset of that category, with actions per- 
formed rather than artifacts made, the latter falling within the province 
of art (6.4). Further, the prudent person is marked by excellence in delib- 
eration, and we deliberate only about things that can be both otherwise 
and acted on by us: we cannot deliberate about past events, for example, 
or about things that happen of necessity, such as solstices and sunrises 
(3.3). Moreover, the subject of concern to the prudent human being is not 
some partial good or advantage, like health, but rather the sorts of things 
conducive to living well in general: Pericles and his like are held to be su- 
premely prudent, because they —as distinguished from the wise but im- 
prudent Anaxagoras or Thales— understand what is good for themselves 
and for human beings generally, both as members of a political commu- 
nity and as individuals. 

Now, Aristotle contends that prudence must be possessed of or ac- 
companied by a /ogos. Yet it must also be distinguished from science as 
well as from wisdom, the most precise of the sciences (1141a16—17), and 
hence also from the kind of /ogos characteristic of them. By what kind of 
logos, then, is prudence characterized? For /ogos is an ambiguous term. It 
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may mean a fully rational argument, on the one hand, or, on the other, a 
mere speech or account. Here we note that prudence, or correct reason, 
is or permits the proper choice of means to an end that has been given 
and that is therefore not itself the subject of deliberation: good delibera- 
tion in the unqualified sense, which is the mark ofa prudent person, “ac- 
cords with what is advantageous in relation to the end, about which end 
prudence is a true conviction” (1142b29-33). The operation of prudence, 
then, is limited to the selection of means and is therefore dependent on 
some prior positing of the correct end. It is for just this reason that one’s 
moral character must be such as to shape correctly the appetites involved 
in choice (1139a31—bs) and that prudence in general is tied inextricably to 
moral virtue, to the excellence of character: “virtue makes the target cor- 
rect, prudence the things conducive to that target” (114.4a7-9, 1145a5-6, 
also 1178a16-19). It is for this reason too that moral virtue arises through 
habituation, as distinguished from teaching. 

All of this amounts to saying that prudence is not and does not supply 
knowledge of the ends of action, the very knowledge we most need; it is 
but a “conviction” of a kind; it is the virtue of that part of the soul “in- 
volved in the formation of opinions” (1140b25—28). The entire discussion 
of prudence may be said to culminate, if that is the right word, in Aris- 
totle’s recommendation that one “pay attention to the undemonstrated 
assertions and opinions of experienced and older people, or of the pru- 
dent, no less than to demonstrations, for because they have an experi- 
enced eye, they see correctly” (1143b11-14). Awareness of the end or ends 
of moral action is not knowledge but a conviction or opinion, instilled 
in us by habituation at the hands of our community—by obedience to 
one’s father (recall 1102b32 and 1103a3), for example, and to the law (con- 
sider 1138a10). Only when attempting to define prudence, in contrast to 
the other ways of attaining the truth, does Aristotle take his bearings by 
those who are said to be prudent and by what opinion holds about them: 
prudence is fundamentally tied to opinion, to opinions expressed in 
speech. 

Impressive as the prudent person’s ability is to choose correctly among 
the means available to him, he cannot be said strictly speaking to know 
why he acts. And this is ofa piece with the fact that Aristotle’s primary au- 
dience in the Ethics is said to understand the “that” as distinguished from 
the “why” concerning things noble and just, and concerning the political 
things generally. Prudence is less an intellectual virtue than the comple- 
tion or necessary accompaniment of the moral virtues. 
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Self-Restraint 


At the beginning of book 7, Aristotle indicates clearly that although he re- 
mains concerned with what pertains to “character,” he is making a new be- 
ginning. The principal subject of the first ten chapters of book 7 proves to 
be what “we call” self-restraint and its contrary, the lack of self-restraint. 
The precise nature of these qualities, as well as their place within the Eth- 
ics as a whole, is somewhat puzzling. 

That self-restraint is not a moral virtue is manifest: Aristotle has con- 
cluded his treatment of the moral virtues at the end of book 5, and he 
here explicitly contrasts self-restraint and the lack of it with moral virtue 
and vice. Indeed, we now see that just as there are two things apart from 
moral vice that must be avoided — brutishness and lack of self-restraint— 
so also there are two choiceworthy things apart from moral virtue— 
self-restraint and a certain superlative virtue that is “heroic and divine.” 
Moreover, as brutishness in human beings is worse than vice (consider 
1150a1-3), so divine virtue is superior to moral virtue (1145226). Nei- 
ther moral virtue nor vice, then, marks the boundaries of the extremes of 
which human beings are capable. 

Yet self-restraint zs akin to the moral virtue of moderation, lack of self- 
restraint to the vice of licentiousness, because all prove to be concerned 
with those bodily pleasures that, while connected with the necessities of 
food, drink, and sex, readily admit of excess. The self-restrained person 
in the unqualified sense is capable of resisting the attractive pull of these 
excessive pleasures, which he knows one ought to resist, whereas the mod- 
erate person simply does not feel their pull at all and so has nothing to 
resist. The person lacking self-restraint, by contrast, is unable to with- 
stand the temptation of the (excessive) bodily pleasures that he knows 
one ought to resist, whereas the licentious person chooses actively to pur- 
sue them on the grounds that they are good. Moderation, then, seems bet- 
ter than self-restraint, licentiousness worse than lack of self-restraint. 

Aristotle also treats in book 7 the qualities of steadfastness and soft- 
ness—that is, the capacity and incapacity respectively to withstand the 
pains a person knows one ought to withstand, those stemming from un- 
satisfied desire, for example—that bear some similarity to the virtue of 
courage and the vice of cowardice. We can now see that the uniting theme 
of book 7 is pleasure and pain, for the first ten of its chapters are de- 
voted to the various capacities to withstand them, the last four to plea- 
sure understood as the human good. But, we suggest, these will be taken 
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up only partly from the point of view of moral virtue: self-restraint and 
lack of self-restraint will be considered also from the point of view of 
what transcends moral virtue (compare, e.g., 1148a22—24 with 1146a9- 
16). In accord with this, Aristotle proceeds by first sticking closely to “re- 
ceived opinions” (endoxa) about self-restraint and the lack of it, about 
steadfastness and softness; he begins with a survey of what is praised and 
what is blamed, in the element of opinion. Yet it quickly becomes clear 
that among the relevant opinions there number certain difficulties raised 
by unnamed Sophists as well as by Socrates—who appears both more 
frequently here than elsewhere in the Ethics and in the company of Em- 
pedocles, Heraclitus, and “those who study nature” (1147b8—9). The dis- 
cussion of self-restraint will therefore include, but also go well beyond, 
ordinary opinion. 

As for Socrates, he denied that anyone can really lack self-restraint, 
on the grounds that “nobody acts contrary to what is best while suppos- 
ing that he is so acting; he acts instead through ignorance” (1145b25- 
27). Aristotle notes immediately that Socrates's argument flies in the face 
of common sense, for who could deny the experience of failing to stick 
to one’s better knowledge in the face of certain pleasures, of “giving in 
to temptation”? It is as a result surprising to discover that Aristotle will 
shortly vindicate the core of the Socratic position: “what Socrates was 
seeking turns out to be the case” (1147b14—15). Socrates was correct to 
maintain that we cannot act against the knowledge (of what is good) in 
us: in all that we do we necessarily seek out what we hold to be good. The 
prospect of enjoying powerful pleasures can, in the case of those who lack 
self-restraint, somehow alter the knowledge in them such that it is inef- 
fective in guiding their action. Aristotle takes up several explanations for 
this change in the status of one’s knowledge—the operation of the par- 
ticular or ultimate premise as distinguished from the general or universal 
one, for example; the differing ways in which one can be said to “have” 
knowledge, just as reason is possessed and yet temporarily suspended in 
those who are asleep, mad, or drunk; and the effect of the union of opin- 
ion and desire in prompting action. Aristotle asserts that there is such a 
thing as lack of self-restraint, then, against the letter of Socrates's posi- 
tion, but agrees with its spirit in that he too contends that knowledge (of 
the good) cannot be “drag[ ged] around as if it were a slave” butis, in those 
who lack self-restraint, either temporarily altered or rendered impotent 
by the prospect of intense pleasure. Self-restraint, then, is the impres- 
sive, if also somewhat mysterious, ability to stick to one’s knowledge —or 


286] INTERPRETIVE ESSAY 


for that matter to one’s firm opinion (consider 1146b2 4-26 and follow- 
ing )— of what is good in the face of competing pleasures, just as the lack 
of self-restraint is the susceptibility of one’s convictions concerning what 
is good to alteration in the presence of certain pleasures. 

Aristotle spends much more time discussing the defects that are the 
lack of self-restraint, softness, and brutishness than he does their impres- 
sive contraries— indeed, after having mentioned it once, Aristotle never 
again speaks of the “heroic and divine” virtue. This emphasis is perhaps 
due to the fact that lack of self-restraint and softness (and brutishness) 
are more common than their corresponding strengths (consider 1150a15- 
16). Here Aristotle repeatedly takes his bearings by what “the many” (the 
majority) are capable of, and it is in the context of discussing lack of self- 
restraint that he has recourse to “correct reason” once again. The reap- 
pearance of “correct reason” suggests a connection to book 6 and hence 
to the thought that the “knowledge” with which the human being lack- 
ing self-restraint struggles is bound up with moral opinion as instilled by 
habituation. In contrast, then, to the sharp distinction between lack of 
self-restraint and moral vice that Aristotle draws at the outset, and else- 
where, he sometimes blurs that distinction (consider 1149b20, 115146). 
What is more, and stranger, Aristotle also indicates that there is a kind of 
unrestraint that is brutish, one that goes beyond what is (typically) found 
in human beings. If there is a sort of unrestraint that is or is very close 
to moral vice, on the one hand, and a sort that is brutish, on the other, 
what then of their contraries? That is, if there is a self-restraint that takes 
its bearings by “correct reason” and hence by the ends of moral action 
as given by habituation, might there also be another, extraordinary self- 
restraint, the contrary of the brutish lack of self-restraint, that looks to 
some goal other and indeed higher than morally virtuous action? 

One can arrive at the same possibility by asking—as Aristotle does at 
the beginning of 7.9 — precisely what sort of Jogos it is that the truly self- 
restrained person will abide by. What, in other words, might this remark- 
able capacity be for? Aristotle there replies that the self-restrained person 
in the unqualified sense will abide by his true opinion, as distinguished 
from a false opinion or, we suggest, a merely “correct” one. For there are 
those who remain in full command of their great capacities precisely be- 
cause they know or desire to know the demonstrations and verses of Em- 
pedocles, for example; there may be a kind of self-restraint characteristic 
of those whose desires are both strong and not base (compare 1146a9- 
16). The case of Socrates himself suggests as much (consider Xenophon, 
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Memorabilia 1.5). Might this extraordinary self-restraint even be the oth- 
erwise missing account of “heroic and divine virtue” as that phrase was 
understood, not of course by the Spartans (1145228), but by Aristotle? 


ON FRIENDSHIP (BOOKS 8-9) 


The two books that examine friendship stand between Aristotle’s discus- 
sions of pleasure in books 7 and 10 and form a bridge between his account 
of moral virtue in books 2 through 5 and his final discussion of happiness 
in book 10. In the discussion of moral virtue, as we have seen, the question 
of happiness as our end all but disappears or is subsumed by an emphasis 
on the noble. But happiness reenters the scene in the books on friendship, 
and Aristotle’s account offers an extended reflection on what we can now 
see are two of our deepest concerns: to possess the greatest good for our- 
selves, or to be happy, and to dedicate ourselves nobly and wholeheartedly 
to virtue, not least to the virtue embodied by a true friend. Friendship in 
the best case may offer both. 

The singular importance of friendship in Aristotle’s investigation of 
virtue and the human good is made clear by its length: the discussion of 
friendship covers two books, whereas that of justice, the “greatest” of the 
moral virtues, covers but one. As Aristotle insists at the outset, friend- 
ship is necessary to living well, so much so that, without friends, no one 
would wish to live, even if he possessed all the other goods. Aristotle un- 
derscores here the broad scope of its activity and actions: the young, the 
old, and those in their prime all need friends, as do the wealthy and the 
poor, the fortunate and the unfortunate, the powerful and the weak. 
Moreover, friendship naturally inheres in parents and offspring, and it 
holds together political communities in concord (or “like-mindedness”: 
homonoia); indeed, lawgivers are more serious about such friendship than 
about justice. Friendship thus encompasses both necessary and noble 
things, and it will prove inextricably linked to sharing in the activity or 
activities, and so the accompanying pleasure, that each person associates 
with happiness. 

At the start, however, Aristotle directs our attention to friendship as a 
“virtue” or at any rate as something “accompanied by virtue” (1155a3— 4). 
And he asks first what elicits friendship or is “lovable” ( philétos). The lov- 
able in this sense “seems to be what is good, pleasant, or useful,” or, more 
precisely, what is good or pleasant, since something is useful if it should 
achieve either of these two. Strikingly absent here is what is “noble,” the 
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very thing he had insisted is the end of virtue. Aristotle is franker here 
than before about the final end of human action: it is the case not only 
that “most people wish for noble things but choose the beneficial ones,” 
but also that even when a virtuous person chooses a noble action, he 
chooses it as the greater or greatest good; indeed, Aristotle will say, “each 
wishes for the good things for himself most of all” (1159a10-12). 

Because friendship is a reciprocal relation, however, it is not sufficient 
simply to identify the things on account of which people love one an- 
other. For friendship as “reciprocated love” requires “goodwill? such that 
each friend wishes for the good things for the other and for that other’s 
sake. This goodwill, moreover, must not go unnoticed if the friendship 
is to be active; “goodwill,” Aristotle will later say, is like friendship that is 
idle. There are three forms of friendship, then, in accord with the three 
things that are said to be lovable—the good, the useful, and the pleas- 
ant—and each form involves a reciprocal love that does not go unno- 
ticed. 

In the case of friendships grounded in the useful and the pleasant, 
however, the parties “do not love each other in themselves, but only in- 
sofar as they come to have something good from the other” (1156a10~ 
12). On this basis, Aristotle makes a key distinction between “complete” 
(or “perfect”: teleia) friendship—the “friendship of those who are good 
and alike in point of virtue” (1156b7—8) —and the other two forms. This 
distinction is key, because such complete friendship is “the friendship of 
good human beings, insofar as they are good,” and is indeed “friendship 
in the primary and authoritative sense” (11574a30-—31). 

Complete friendship, then, is based on virtue—on the good character 
of the friends—and it is for this reason best. The two other forms bear 
a resemblance to the complete form, but they are more clearly grounded 
in the reciprocity that obtains when, for instance, “each attains the same 
thing from the other” (115744). Because mutual exchange is also consti- 
tutive of friendship, the question of this reciprocity occupies a substan- 
tial part of the discussion of friendship, particularly in book 8 and the 
first chapters of book 9. Mutual exchange must be equal or made equal 
in friendships in which each party obtains the same thing from the other, 
whether pleasure or something beneficial, or in which each obtains some- 
thing different in kind, as in “heterogenous” friendships (1163b30-35), 
or in which one party is superior to another in some respect —for in- 
stance, in virtue or money, as with a father and a son or a wealthy and 
a poor person. Hence, despite Aristotle’s introductory insistence that 
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“[w]hen people are friends, they have no need of justice at all” (1155a26- 
27), it turns out that, given its connection with reciprocity, friendship 
necessarily involves considerations of just exchange—of equality, com- 
mensurability of goods, and merit. As he later notes even in regard to 
familial associations, “[h]ow a husband must live in relation to his wife, 
and, in general, a friend in relation to a friend, appears no different a thing 
to inquire into than how it is just to do so” (1162a29-31). 

Because “both friendship and the just are concerned with the same 
matters and are present among the same persons” (1159b25—26), Aristotle 
can speak of the concord that lawgivers seek to inculcate in their political 
communities, and he examines six regimes—kingship and tyranny, aris- 
tocracy and oligarchy, timocracy (or polity) and democracy—in terms 
of friendship. He can also investigate the “likenesses” of these regimes 
in the household, even though “a human being is by nature more a cou- 
pling being than a political one.” Hence familial relations are more nat- 
ural to human beings than are political ones, and the household is “ear- 
lier and more necessary than a city” (1160b22-24, 1162a17—19). In short, 
questions of justice arise even in the family, since in living together in a 
household, human beings seek not only to procreate but also to obtain in 
common the “things that contribute to life,’ and husband and wife “as- 
sist each other ... by putting their own things in service of what is in com- 
mon” (1162a19-24). As Aristotle notes in introducing his analysis of the 
regimes, “all communities are like parts of the political community, for 
people come together fora certain advantage,’ and so “the sorts of friend- 
ships will correspond with the different sorts of communities” (1160a8— 
10, 29-30). 

Yet this correspondence of the political community and friendship 
cannot be sustained, especially in the best case: the best regime here— 
kingship—does not correspond to the best kind of friendship, which is 
not paternal friendship but that which obtains between equals in point 
of virtue. Nevertheless, or for that very reason, Aristotle’s treatment of 
the regimes shows that the investigation of friendship too must confront 
the problem of the common good that is central to justice. On the one 
hand, in every community, justice and friendship may be said to exist in- 
sofar as each member of the community achieves his individual advan- 
tage as amember of that community. Accordingly, in light of the connec- 
tion of friendship to individual advantage, a significant part of Aristotle’s 
account is occupied with questions of exchange, debt, and repayment, as 
well as the accusations and blame that arise in such matters and the dis- 
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solution of friendships when the relevant advantage ceases. On the other 
hand, justice and friendship are said to exist also to the extent to which 
each member seeks not or not only his own advantage but also the advan- 
tage of the community as a whole. And complete friendship holds out 
the possibility of a community in which each achieves his own good pre- 
cisely by acting in accord with the good of another. In contrast with the 
political community and even with the family, then, complete friendship 
would seem to constitute most fully this kind of community, because it 
is grounded in virtue and because each friend wishes for the good things 
for the other for that other’s sake. Moreover, such friendship can be said 
to achieve the good simply for each, since virtuous friends love each other 
on account of their good character or who they are themselves. For this 
reason, it can be said of two virtuous friends especially that there is “no 
need of justice” (1155427), and in this sense, complete friendship as a com- 
munity is potentially superior rather than subordinate to the political 
community. 

Unlike friendships based on pleasure and usefulness, then, complete 
friendship is less concerned with questions of just exchange, is not subject 
to accusations or blame, and, since it is based on virtue, is stable and last- 
ing. Consequently, Aristotle’s treatment of complete friendship is occu- 
pied with how complete friendship achieves the good, a question that he 
pursues most fully in the latter chapters of book 9. We can provide only 
a sketch of this complex discussion and some of the important issues it 
raises with respect to the overarching question of the Ethics, that of the 
character of happiness or the human good. 

As Aristotle observes in book 8, friendship is like virtue in being both 
a characteristic and an activity; in the absence of activity, there may be 
goodwill but no friendship properly speaking. Indeed, Aristotle insists, 
“nothing so much belongs to friends as living together” (1157b19). Both 
time and the “habits of living together” (suétheia) are necessary if friend- 
ship is to arise at all, for people must live together over time if they are to 
come to know, trust, and love one another. More important, it is in living 
together that friends “delight in and provide good things to one another” 
(1157b7—8). Given our nature, even those who are “blessed” and who have 
no need of useful things still have need of pleasant ones and “seek out 
friends who are pleasant” (1158a 25-26). Since that which is good simply 
is also pleasant simply, the living together of virtuous friends is both good 
for and pleasant to each. Furthermore, active friendship involves “feel- 


ings of friendly affection” (philésis) — of loving and being loved—either 
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equally so or in proportion to the relevant superiority; and Aristotle con- 
siders in this regard whether friendship consists more in loving, as it is 
held to do, or in being loved. The evidence he adduces for the common 
opinion is the love of a mother, who loves her children and seeks their 
good even when it is not possible that she receive love in return. But the 
common opinion regarding this matter is implicit also in the view that 
true friends wish for the good of their friend and do not love themselves 
more than they love their friend. In this respect, the love of mothers for 
their children — the only example in his discussion of what we might call 
selfless love—would seem to constitute a peak of friendship or be friend- 
ship simply. 

Yet, as Aristotle’s discussion has emphasized, people seek friends as 
a good. In a most striking example, he observes that one friend would 
never wish that the other become a god, since the distance between them 
would then be so great that he would no longer be a friend and therefore 
a good to his friend. Indeed, Aristotle concludes, even though someone 
may wish for the greatest goods for his friend as a human being, neverthe- 
less “each wishes for the good things for himself most of all” (1159a10-12). 
Here, then, is the crucial difficulty bound up even in, or precisely in, com- 
plete friendship: a virtuous person loves his virtuous friend and wishes 
for good things for the friend for his sake, but he also loves his friend as 
a good for himself, and friends “are held to be the greatest of the exter- 
nal goods” (1169b9-10; compare 1123b21—22). Is it the case, then, that in 
complete friendship a common good is achievable in which each obtains 
the greatest goods, or does even (or especially) the virtuous friend love 
himself and his own good most? When Aristotle returns to the question 
of friendly affection or love in book 9, he investigates most directly the 
question of self-love and friendship. This investigation is the culmination 
of the account of friendship, and, acknowledging its complexity, we con- 
clude simply by sketching how it leads to book 10 and his final discussion 
of happiness. 

Aristotle takes up the question of self-love first by noting that the 
marks of friendship “seem to have arisen from things pertaining to one- 
self” (1166a1—2). The marks by which people define friendship are five: 
(1) a friend wishes for and does what appears good for the other person’s 
sake; (2) a friend wishes for his friend to exist and live for the friend’s sake; 
(3) friends go through life together; (4) they choose the same things; and 
(5) they share in sufferings and joys. But a serious or decent person is 
disposed in just these ways toward himself too, since he is “of like mind 


292] INTERPRETIVE ESSAY 


with himself and longs for the same things with his whole soul” (1166a13~ 
14). Free from internal strife, then, he always acts in accord with and for 
the sake of his “thinking part”—the part “each person seems to be” and 
“with which he is prudent”—and he wishes that this part especially be 
preserved, delighting in it and sharing always in the same pains and plea- 
sures. It is possible to speak of friendship toward oneself, then, if one 
speaks in terms of the best or most authoritative part of the soul, the 
thinking or prudent part. 

Aristotle relies on this distinction to clarify the status of self-love in 
friendship, that is, “whether one ought to love oneself most or someone 
else” (1168a28—29). The obvious difficulty is that ordinarily we reproach 
self-lovers as base people who do everything for their own sakes alone, 
whereas a person who is decent acts “on account of what is noble,’ and 
the better a person he is, the more he does so and hence “disregard[s| him- 
self” (1168a29-35). Yet both those who reproach self-love and those who 
defend it have credibility. For people justly reproach those self-lovers who 
gratify the “nonrational part of their soul” in allotting to themselves “the 
greater share of money, honors, and bodily pleasures” —the things people 
generally fight over (1168b15—21). But we do not calla self-lover, let alone 
blame as one, the person who seems to be more of a self-lover, namely, he 
who “allots to himself the noblest things and the greatest goods [and] 
gratifies the most authoritative part of himself? which he obeys in all 
things (1168b28—31). Aristotle now identifies the most authoritative part 
of the soul, earlier called the “thinking part” and the part that possesses 
prudence, as the “intellect” (1168b30—1169a1). We do not reproach such 
a self-lover because, in obeying the intellect, the decent person is “pre- 
eminently serious about noble actions” (1169a6-8). Even though this per- 
son “manifestly allots more of the noble to himself” and so “the greater 
good” (1169a35—b1, 1169a28~29), this kind of self-love is not reproached 
or reproachable since it also benefits others, particularly with respect to 
the lesser goods people typically fight over. 

Aristotle thus claims that “if all compete with a view to what is noble 
and exert themselves to the utmost to do what is noblest, then in common 
there would be all the necessities and for each individually the greatest of 
goods, if in fact virtue is of such a character” (1169a8—11). Even though 
the serious man isa self-lover, his noble action contributes to the good of 
another and the common good. His preference for noble action over all 
other goods explains his extraordinary choice in certain circumstances 
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even to forsake his life in behalf of his friends or city; it explains, as well, 
his preference “to feel pleasure intensely for a short time over feeling it 
mildly for a long one, to live nobly for one year over living in a haphaz- 
ard way for many years, and to do one great and noble action over many 
small ones” (1169a22—25). His noble action thus makes him a good friend 
and citizen, even though he is a self-lover to the highest degree; Aristotle 
himself advises that one ought to be a self-lover in this way and not as the 
many are. 

Having established the correct form of self-love, and so its correct re- 
lation to friendship, Aristotle proceeds to discuss what may seem to be 
practical matters, such as whether the happy person needs friends, how 
many friends one should have, and whether one needs friends more in 
good fortune than in bad. Accordingly, he would seem to have disposed 
of the difficulty whether in the best friendship — the friendship grounded 
in virtue—there can be a community in which each individually achieves 
the greatest goods for himself while not denying the greatest goods to his 
friend. Yet Aristotle’s argument leaves at least one loose thread, since in 
the “competition” in which virtuous friends each undertake to act no- 
bly in behalf of one another or their city, only one can obtain the greater 
good, either supplying his friend with a lesser good or denying him the 
opportunity for noble action in behalf of their city. One might resolve the 
problem, as Aristotle tries to do, by being “the cause” of a friend’s noble 
action, but even in this case, he concedes, it is “nobler” to be such a cause 
(1169a29-1169b1). What is more, given the equality of the two friends 
in point of virtue, the problem may seem intractable: is friendship in the 
best sense really possible between two equally virtuous human beings? 

In the face of this difficulty, Aristotle offers a complicated argument 
regarding the natural grounds and goodness of friendship when it ob- 
tains between virtuous people and when friends share in an activity in 
which each achieves his highest good. He suggests that those who per- 
form benefits for others love these others as their own “work” (ergon: 
1169a2—3). The cause of this experience “would seem to have more to do 
with nature” than does the love that people ordinarily attribute to lend- 
ers for their debtors, namely, the connection of activity with existing and 
living, which are choiceworthy and lovable: in activity, the maker him- 
self “somehow és the work,” for which work he feels affection because he 
loves his own existence (1167b28—30, 1168a5—9). Even mothers, who ear- 
lier seemed to be a peak of friendship insofar as they love their children 
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and wish for their good without expectation of return, can now be seen 
as also loving their children as their own work, and “they are fond of this 
more than the work is of its maker” (1168a4-5). 

Having broached this line of argument, Aristotle pursues it most fully 
only once he has brought out the connection between the serious man’s 
preference for noble deeds and his self-love. What follows in the final 
chapters on friendship confirms the claim with which he began: no one 
would choose to live without friends, even if he had all the other goods. 
For friendship is so fundamentally tied to our existence—to our percep- 
tion and love of that existence —that to rob human life of it would be to 
make it not worth living: friendship makes possible the noblest of actions 
and the most intense and continuous of pleasures; it allows the virtuous 
person to contemplate his own noble and choiceworthy actions in those 
of his friend; and, finally, it involves sharing in whatever activity— from 
drinking and playing at dice to hunting and philosophizing — that “exist- 
ing is for each, or whatever the goal is for the sake of which they choose 
living” (1172a1-2). As Aristotle guides his readers through these argu- 
ments, he also prepares them for the return in book 10 of the consider- 
ation of pleasure and of the question of the activity or activities that, be- 
ing best, may be said to constitute the human good or happiness. 


ARISTOTLE ON PLEASURE (BOOKS I, 7, 10) 


Aristotle has three principal discussions of pleasure in the Ethics. As we 
have seen, the first occurs in his opening analysis, in book 1, of happiness, 
or the human good at which we all aim. He there raises the possibility 
that pleasure is the end we seek, only to dismiss it with contempt: to live 
for the sake of pleasure is to live a slavish life fit only for fatted cattle. But 
Aristotle rehabilitates pleasure even in book 1, since he argues that pre- 
cisely those who act in morally virtuous ways, and for the right reason, 
will also take pleasure in doing so. Yet he takes up hedonism—the phil- 
osophic doctrine that pleasure is the human good—only after his treat- 
ment of moral virtue has come to an end: only in book 7, that is, follow- 
ing his discussion of self-restraint, does he take seriously pleasure as a, or 
rather the, good (7.11-14). The deepest reason for this becomes clear on 
reflection: Aristotle has already implied, and he will state perfectly clearly 
in book ro, that the life of moral virtue by itself cannot supply us with the 
happiness we seek. It therefore requires some supplement, and pleasure is 
a strong candidate to be that supplement. 
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Aristotle begins with a survey of the positions opposed to pleasure, 
ranging from the most to the least hostile to pleasure: pleasure is never 
good, or some pleasures are good, though pleasure is not the good. He 
then proceeds to criticize the critics of pleasure, a move which suggests 
that according to him, their arguments do not in fact refute the possi- 
bilicy that pleasure is the good. And although the criticisms of pleasure 
here include the strictly moral argument that pleasure, or some pleasures, 
are shameful, Aristotle himself is silent about shame: he takes his bear- 
ings by the “nature” of pleasure and its goodness. (‘This may explain too 
the highly theoretical character of his discussion: is pleasure a process 
of coming-into-being, a genesis, or not?) In fact, Aristotle offers an ex- 
planation as to why pleasures and especially the bodily pleasures—those 
that most attract the condemnation of the critics —are so compelling. For 
such pleasures drive away pains; the more intense they are the better they 
do this, at least for a time. And, as Aristotle notes in this context, our na- 
ture is such that we are subject to “destruction”: we are mortal. Far from 
condemning those who pursue to excess the bodily pleasures, then, Aris- 
totle helps us understand and even sympathize with them. They may be 
responding, in their desire for great pleasure, to a serious problem, to the 
pain of the awareness of our mortality. 

Aristotle turns one last time to discuss pleasure, as a preface to his con- 
cluding discussion of happiness in book 10 (10.1-5). Here too he begins 
with a lengthy survey of opinions, but this time he includes also the ad- 
vocates of pleasure, represented in this context by the thoroughly respect- 
able philosopher Eudoxus (10.2): extra-moral hedonism can supply the 
foundation of a life that is indeed respectable. Aristotle notes as if in pass- 
ing that some of those who argue against pleasure do so insincerely but 
for a good reason, namely, so that they may curb the tendency of a good 
many people to pursue pleasure incorrectly. In other words, their public 
opposition to hedonism is feigned, albeit for a good purpose. One has to 
say that Aristotle, at least in book 1 of the Exhics, falls into this category. 

But what, then, és Aristotle's view of pleasure? If his highly moralistic 
opposition to hedonism in book 1 is rhetorical, and if he takes pains in 
book 7 to criticize the critics of pleasure, is he a hedonist? The question 
is harder to answer than one might think. For example, in book 10, Aris- 
totle raises the crucial question, the question we are considering, only to 
decline to answer it: “As to whether we choose to live on account of the 
pleasure involved or choose the pleasure on account of our being alive, let 
that be dismissed at present. For these things appear to be yoked together 
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and not to admit of separation: without activity, pleasure does not arise, 
and pleasure completes every activity” (1175a18—21). Do we choose activ- 
ity for the sake of pleasure, or for its own sake, however pleasant it may 
be? Aristotle, to repeat, declines to decide the question here. 

Still, we think, Aristotle is not finally a hedonist. On the one hand, 
he does argue that the happy life we seek must include pleasure, and that 
there are natural pleasures without which life would be impossible: the 
pleasures of food and drink, for example. There are also certain other nat- 
ural pleasures that do not presuppose a prior emptying or depletion (like 
hunger) and that are good nonetheless or for that very reason: he speaks 
here of the pleasures of certain smells, sights, and sounds, as well as mem- 
ories and hopes. Aristotle, then, is far from being an ascetic. But, on the 
other hand, he stresses the priority of activity to pleasure: happiness is a 
certain activity in accord with virtue, and this will necessarily give rise 
to pleasures that accompany, augment, and improve the activity. Yet the 
activity is prior; the pleasure attending it is but a sign of its goodness. In 
other words, Aristotle insists that the good will be (among other things) 
pleasant, not that pleasure is the good. 


THE RETURN TO HAPPINESS (BOOK 10.6-9) 


Aristotle turns for the last time to take up happiness in 10.6, referring ex- 
plicitly to the discussion in book 1. In fact, he tells us four times here that 
he is repeating himself. Happiness must reside in an activity chosen for 
its own sake, and so it must be in that sense self-sufficient: “happiness is 
in need of nothing but is self-sufficient” (1176bs—6; consider 1097b15 and 
context). Above all, Aristotle repeats that since “the actions that accord 
with virtue” are chosen for their own sake, happiness must reside in action 
or activity in accord with virtue (1176a35—1176b9; consider 1098a16-18). 

But which virtue? In book 10, of course, Aristotle will finally describe, 
and praise, intellectual or contemplative virtue. The first step in that di- 
rection consists of his surprisingly lengthy denial that the pleasures of 
play constitute happiness, though they do appear to be chosen for their 
own sake. Here, then, Aristotle begins his case for the centrality of “vir- 
tue”—still unmodified —by criticizing the trifling pleasures of play; and 
he does so by relying partly on the bad example of “the many,’ tyrants, and 
children, partly also on the good examples of decent or equitable men 
who are serious, and of acertain wise statesman (Anacharsis) who praised 
seriousness. The quite limited argument in 10.6, then, serves chiefly to re- 
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turn our attention, after three books, to “virtue.” It hardly prepares us for 
the speed with which Aristotle now identifies, at the beginning of 10.7, 
the “virtue” in question: the activity of that which is most excellent in us 
would be “complete [perfect: te/eia| happiness,’ and since this most excel- 
lent thing is the intellect “or something else that seems naturally to rule, 
to command, and to possess intelligence concerning what is noble and di- 
vine,’ the activity in question would be contemplative (1177a12-18). This 
too he claims to have said before — falsely, so it seems (consider, however, 
1098a7-8). Chapters 7 and 8 together are devoted to establishing the su- 
preme goodness of contemplation and for that reason can lay claim to be- 
ing the peak of the Exhics. 

Of the five arguments in praise of contemplation in 10.7, the last two 
are most important (and longest): the contemplative way of life is marked 
by the greatest self-sufficiency, understood now not as the perfect free- 
dom from all need or want— Aristotle makes clear here that this is impos- 
sible—but as the relative freedom from reliance on other human beings 
above all, a freedom enjoyed by the wise when engaging in their charac- 
teristic activity as compared with the activities of the just, the moderate, 
and the courageous. For the first time, Aristotle’s praise of contemplative 
virtue comes at the expense, not of mere play, but of moral virtue; from 
the point of view of the self-sufficiency now on the table, the wise man is 
superior to the man of justice, or moderation, or courage, which means 
of course that he is different from them. Here Aristotle goes so far as to 
affirm that contemplation “alone would seem to be cherished for its own 
sake” (1177b1-2, emphasis added): those who sought, in the life dedi- 
cated to the moral virtues, an end in itself, must now look to (or look up 
to) a fundamentally new kind of virtue and a fundamentally new way of 
life. 

Aristotle’s fifth and final argument here appeals to another standard 
admired by his audience: he appeals to “leisure,” to the freedom from the 
necessity of work, which is after all connected with the needs of the body, 
even in the actions of great political men. Aristotle demonstrates that the 
activities of generals and statesmen at their peak are defective from the 
point of view of the political men themselves: peace and happiness are the 
goals of each activity respectively, but these goals are rightly understood 
to be distinct from and superior to the activities themselves. Only con- 
templation, then, is characterized by “leisure,” because it is undertaken for 
its own sake and so is not in service of some higher goal. 

Aristotle concludes his account of the superiority of contemplation 
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in 10.7 as follows: “if all this is so, then this activity [of contemplation] 
would constitute the complete [perfect] happiness of a human being...” 
(1177b2.4-25). Even if we cannot be fully self-sufficient and altogether at 
leisure, nonetheless “complete” happiness is possible for a human being. 
Or is it? For Aristotle adds, as if in passing, the difficulty we saw in book 1: 
“Provided, that is, that [such happiness] goes together with a complete 
span of life, for there is nothing incomplete in what belongs to happiness” 
(1177b24-26; recall 1098a18 and 1100a5). And he states immediately: 
“But a life of this sort would exceed what is human.” Is “complete hap- 
piness” zmpossible, then, since our lives remain fundamentally exposed to 
chance? Aristotle’s answer proves once again to praise the intellect or its 
activity: it is the practice of contemplative virtue, not “the other virtue,’ 
that is most godlike for a human being; not nobility of action but correct- 
ness of understanding constitutes assimilation to god. And such assimila- 
tion is most characterized by happiness. Mortals though we are, we should 
nonetheless strive to make ourselves immortal, to live as the immortals do. 

In 10.8, Aristotle continues to demote the life and the happiness con- 
nected with moral virtue, on the grounds that these are “characteristi- 
cally human” —/uman here being very close to a term of disparagement: 
the moral virtues are largely bound up with the body and its passions, as 
is, by extension, even prudence. To confirm the inferiority of moral to 
contemplative virtue, Aristotle discusses at length “external equipment” 
and finds contemplation to need far less of it than do the moral virtues. 
Money and the like are even impediments to contemplation; the two 
kinds of virtue are not only different, then, but in some tension. (The ad- 
dition here of the liberal human being to the list of the morally virtuous 
has the effect of stressing their reliance on money, on lucre, and not just 
on other human beings: compare 1177a30—-34 with 1178a28—-34.) A mea- 
sure, perhaps, of the advance in Aristotle’s argument here is the more ex- 
alted character of his authorities, for he relies now not just on the view of 
a wise statesman (Solon), as he had done before, but also on that of a gen- 
uine philosopher (Anaxagoras) (1179a9-17; compare 1176b23—35). One 
who contemplates is of course a human being and so must live among 
human beings; for this utilitarian reason alone he will choose what ac- 
cords with (moral) virtue, at least within the limits imposed by the self- 
sufficiency and leisure he enjoys. 

As if to compensate for this remarkable bluntness, but in fact to com- 
pound it, Aristotle again defends the superiority of contemplation by re- 
course to the gods: we suppose that they are especially happy and blessed, 
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and is it not ridiculous to think of them as acting morally? “[ W Jhat sort 
of actions ought we to assign to them? Just acts ? Or will they appear laugh- 
able as they make contracts, return deposits, and do anything else of that 
sort? But what about courageous acts? Do the gods endure frightening 
things and run risks, because doing so is noble?” (1178b7—13; compare, 
e.g., 1115b11—13). Indeed, “[aJll that pertains to actions would appear, to 
those who go through it, petty and unworthy of gods” (1178b17-18). If 
the gods do not act or (still less) make anything, and if, as all suppose, 
the gods are alive, then they can “do” nothing other than contemplate. 
In this way, Aristotle bestows on contemplative virtue something of the 
grandeur he has stripped from moral virtue. By imitating the only pos- 
sible activity of gods, the philosopher exhibits a kind of austere piety that 
expresses itself in reasoned reflection but evidently not in worship or sac- 
rifice or prayer. 

Still, nothing Aristotle has said thus far quite addresses the problem 
he himself has raised, the problem of chance, of longevity of life. For to 
live as much as possible like an immortal is not yet to be one in fact (com- 
pare 1145a22—24). His long treatment of “external equipment” may be 
meant in part to lull us into supposing that this problem has been solved, 
or perhaps to divert our attention from it. Aristotle indicates the persis- 
tence of the problem of chance by the fact that, after having twice held out 
the possibility of our attaining “complete [perfect] happiness,” he makes 
the much more limited conclusion that a contemplative life would be 
“happiest,” in this way availing himself of the ambiguity of the superlative 
(1178a8; compare 1177417 and 24; for exactly the same move, compare 
1178b7 with 23 and 1179431; consider also, e.g., the clear meaning of the 
superlative [autarkestatos| at 1177b1). 

Even stranger, immediately after having affirmed in 10.7 that intellect 
is the most divine thing in us, Aristotle asserts that it is in fact the most 
human thing about us: 


it would seem that each person even is this thing [i-e., zous].... It would 
be strange, then, if a person should not choose the life that is his own but 
rather that of something else.... [W ]hat is proper to each [Zo oikeion] is by 
nature most excellent and most pleasant for each. And so for a human be- 
ing, this is the life that accords with the intellect, ifin fact this especially is 
a human being. (1178a2—8) 


Is the contemplative life choiceworthy, then, because it is the most fully 
human life or because it is the least (merely) human life? 
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The chief motive to conceive of oneself as striving to live the most di- 
vine life possible, or as being something other than a composite thing, 
body and soul, becomes clearer once Aristotle has completed his account 
of “external equipment.” He then insists that all such arguments be tested 
against life itself, lest they prove to be mere speeches. Life itself, we sug- 
gest, may teach us that engaging in theoretical activity is not an inocula- 
tion against chance, though it does indeed confer great self-sufficiency 
and least of all serves any other end. Moreover, life surely teaches us that 
strive as we may or must, we are finally mortals. And so, in what is liter- 
ally his last word on happiness, Aristotle proceeds to describe the affec- 
tion and care of the gods for those who seek to perfect the intellect — 
a sort of divine providence (consider 1179424). Such care pertains only 
to those who, bowing as little as possible to the demands of the all-too- 
human body, most fulfill the promise of the intellect and so are most de- 
serving of the gods’ love or friendship (1179a22—32; compare 1178b7-32, 
where the gods serve only as a model, as well as 1178b7—13). The precise 
function of such providential care is unclear. But only it could guarantee 
the benignity of the fortune to which our hopes for happiness are neces- 
sarily exposed: no conceivable technological or scientific innovation, for 
example, will ever be adequate to this task. 

By carefully tracing out the most powerful opinions about happiness, 
and by giving full expression to our concern for virtue, the Nicomachean 
Ethics indicates that the core of our hope for happiness is a longing for a 
completion that renders us “in need of nothing,” a longing that only a god 
could fulfill. 

Yet Aristotle in the Nicomachean Ethics does not simply accept the 
view that “the god” or gods are finally responsible for our happiness, his 
willingness to repeat and hence promote it notwithstanding. He does not 
in fact assert in book 1 that our happiness is god-sent—this thought rests 
on the protasis of a conditional sentence that is compatible with the gods 
giving no gifts whatever to human beings (1099b11-13) —and he imme- 
diately entertains the view that happiness is wot god-sent (1099b14—-15). 
As we have seen, Aristotle raises the possibility, at least, that the idea of 
the dead enjoying happiness is “altogether strange.” In addition, since he 
asserts the impossibility of our knowing the future, he must also deny 
the worth of those claims to special access to it, through divination and 
the like. As for his description in book ro of the providence attending the 
wise, is this “solution” too not problematic? For even if we accept with- 
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out question the utterly mysterious operation of this providence, which 
is introduced in a conditional clause, happiness would still be beyond the 
reach of almost everyone, because intellectual virtue is available to ex- 
ceedingly few. And this is a harsh thought. 

What goal or goals, then, govern Aristotle’s manifestly complex man- 
ner of argument concerning happiness and the gods in the Ethics? It is 
generally held today that his most pious remarks, those pertaining to the 
afterlife, for example, cannot be taken to be sincere. We agree with this 
judgment. After all, Aristotle declines to include piety in the eleven moral 
virtues analyzed in the Ethics, and in the Politics he famously declares that 
the city comes into being “by nature” and not (as this already implies) by 
the workings of the gods, notwithstanding the claim of many ancient cit- 
ies to be traceable to divine law (e.g., Plato, Laws 624a1-6). The first pur- 
pose of such pious statements, tentative as they are, seems to be to lessen 
the suspicion or ire of the most unphilosophic and censorious in Aris- 
totle’s audience—he who wished to give no cause to Athens to sin against 
philosophy a second time. 

Yet Aristotle indicates a threefold division among human beings and 
so among his potential audience: the many, the refined, and the philo- 
sophic (or wise). We tentatively suggest that at least some of the refined, 
properly reared and so correctly dedicated to moral virtue, would none- 
theless be among those who see through Aristotle’s apparently pious re- 
marks. While such readers would remain dedicated to virtue, they would 
look only half-heartedly, if indeed at all, to gods and to an afterlife to 
solve the shortcomings of this life; here one may think of Laches and De- 
mosthenes, for example, as they are presented by Plato (in the Laches) and 
by Aristophanes (in the Kights) together with a great many of Aris- 
totle’s readers today. Such readers would not blanch at Aristotle’s omis- 
sion of piety in the enumeration of the virtues belonging to a kaloskaga- 
thos and would be content to imitate, in the conduct of their own lives 
or the life of their community, the wholly inward-looking “activity” of 
“the god” to whom Aristotle appeals briefly in the Politics, a god who 
bears no resemblance to Zeus or, for that matter, to the God of Abraham 
(1323b21-29 and 1325b28—30). Might then an effect, an intended effect, 
of Aristotle’s less-chan-convincing remarks about the divine here also be 
to encourage, in just such readers, the conviction that the life of noble ac- 
tion brings with it a completeness or self-sufficiency that renders reliance 
on the divine unnecessary? Aristotle's manifest distance from simple or- 
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thodoxy and the obviously conditional character of his own assertions 
concerning the divine would strengthen this confidence in the sufficiency 
of moral virtue that characterizes his more refined readers. 

At the same time, however, Aristotle also points to the ultimately un- 
grounded character of such confidence. He does so in part by insisting, in 
book 10, on the decisive superiority of theoretical to moral virtue, in part 
by drawing attention, in book 1, to the divine and the afterlife as involv- 
ing questions that must at some point be confronted. The philosophically 
inclined in his audience, thus prompted to reflect on these questions, will 
be compelled to wonder whether recourse to the divine is not in fact nec- 
essary to the life of moral virtue, if it is to hope to attain the completeness 
it seeks. 


®o ® oO 


The study of the Nicomachean Ethics is useful today because it deals with 
a question—the nature of human happiness—whose relevance is obvi- 
ous. Indeed, the vitality of the Ethics for contemporary readers testifies to 
the power of Aristotle’s inquiry into happiness and of its promise that, by 
way of our own reason, we may come to have knowledge of the good that 
is of such “great weight” in our lives. Yet in the course of his inquiry, Aris- 
totle also compels us to raise difficulties for ourselves that, far from being 
obvious today, are in danger of being forgotten. It is with a view to com- 
bating this danger and to clarifying the central difficulties that confront 
a rational account of the human good that the present introduction has 
attempted to explain, and hence been compelled at times to trample on, 
Aristotle’s great delicacy or sensitivity in exploring our hope for happi- 
ness and the life of virtue that might realize that hope. Chief among these 
difficulties are, first, the true character of our hope for happiness and, ul- 
timately, the necessity of there being a kind of divine care or providence 
if that hope is to be realized. Inasmuch as we still long for happiness, we 
must still undergo the pull of that necessity, however distant it may ap- 
pear to us to be. In bringing out in this way our deepest longing, our long- 
ing for happiness, the study of the Exhics also prepares us to become se- 
rious students of Aristotle’s “philosophy of human affairs” as a whole, 
which examines above all the possibility of philosophy as a way of life. 


OVERVIEW OF THE MORAL 
VIRTUES AND VICES 


The following is based on Aristotle’s enumeration at 2.7, although the order in 
which he subsequently takes up the virtues and vices differs somewhat. Quota- 
tion marks indicate that the term in question is coined by Aristotle and is other- 
wise nameless. 


VICE VIRTUE VICE 
Recklessness* Courage Cowardice 
(thrasutés) (andreia) (deilia) 
Licentiousness Moderation “Insensibility” 
(akolasia) (séphrosuneé) (anaisthésia) 
Prodigality Liberality Stinginess 
(asotia) (eleutheriotes) (aneleutheria) 
. Vulgarityand Crassness | Magnificence Parsimony 
(apeirokalia & banausia) (megaloprepeia) (mikroprepeia) 


Vanity Greatness of Soul Smallness of Soul 
(chaunotés) (megalopsuchia) (mikropsuchia) 
Ambition “Ambition” Lack of Ambition 
(philotimia) (philotimia) (aphilotimia) 
Irascibility** “Gentleness” “Unirascibility” 
(orgilotés) (praotés) (aorgésia) 


* Recklessness is excessive confidence; there is no name for the vice of excessive fear- 
lessness. 

“* Aristotle speaks of various manifestations of anger, including those who are “cho- 
leric” (akrocholos), “harsh” (chalepos), and “bitter” (pikros). 


304 | OVERVIEW OF THE MORAL VIRTUES AND VICES 


VICE VIRTUE VICE 
8. Boastfulness “Truthfulness” Irony 
(alazoneia) (alétheia) (cironeia) 
9. Buffoonery and Crudity | Wittiness and Tact Boorishness and 
(bomolochia & phortikotés) (eutrapelia & epidexia) Dourness 
(agroikia & sklérotés) 
10. Obsequiousness or “Friendliness” Surliness and 
Flattery*** (philia) Quarrelsomeness 
(areskeia or kolakeia) (duskolia & duseristia) 
I. ? Justice ? 


(dikaiosune) 


*** Aristotle takes these up in book 4 ina different order: friendliness precedes truth- 
fulness and wittiness. The Greek term philia is literally “friendship,” though the virtue 
described in book 4 is not friendship in the full sense taken up in books 8 and 9, but a 
kind of friendliness. 


GLOSSARY 


Only the names of those moral virtues and vices requiring some explanation are in- 
cluded here; for a comprehensive list, consult the Overview of the Moral Virtues and 
Vices. 


A 


ACTION (praxis): Action issues from the part of the soul that desires and longs, the 
proper habituation of which part is the concern of the education to virtue. In the strict 
sense of the word, then, all action is moral; it involves deeds for which we may be 
praised or blamed—Aristotle denies that animals can “act” or engage in praxis. 


ACTIVITY (energeia): A term that does not appear in the extant literature before Aris- 
totle, at least not in its technical sense; it is constructed from en, “in” or “at,” and ergon, 
“work” or “deed” and so means the state of being engaged in an act or the carrying out 
of a deed; see also WORK (ergon). 


AMBITION (philotimia): Literally “love of honor.” 


ART (techné): Less “art” in the sense of “fine art” than any craft or body of “technical” 
knowledge used to produce an artifact: shoes, tables, a building and hence the art of 
shoemaking, of carpentry, and of architecture. In 4.4, Aristotle maintains that art, like 
prudence, pertains to the realm of things that admit of being otherwise but differs from 
prudence in that it is bound up with “making” ( poiésis) rather than with action (praxis); 
it therefore has an end other than its own activity. 


AULOS: A double-reed wind instrument not unlike the modern oboe. 


B 


BASE (phaulos): That which is paltry or of poor quality, especially of poor moral char- 
acter. Generally the contrary of virtue or the virtuous; see also VICE (kakia), WICKED- 
NESS (ponéria), and CORRUPTION (mochthéria). 
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BLESSED (makaria, makarios): Although often very close in meaning to “happy,” the 
term may connote a lasting prosperity that outstrips happiness: Aristotle suggests that 
one could not say of a happy man who encountered the misfortunes of a Priam that he 
would be wretched—though he would not be “blessed” either (110147). 


C 


CAPACITY (dunamis or dynamis): Also “power.” It refers to powers or capacities of var- 
ious kinds— from powers of the body, such as sight and hearing, to political power — 
and, in a precise technical sense, it refers to the “power” or “potential” for “activity,” 
energeia (see 9.7). 


CARE (epimeleia): Also “concern” for a thing. Aristotle suggests at one point that the 
gods may exercise a kind of providential “care” for human beings. 


CHANCE (tuché): The notion of chance plays a crucial role in Aristotle’s account of 
happiness, as does the idea of misfortunes (dustuchiai) or bad fortune (atuchéma). For 
Aristotle’s extended account of it in relation to causation, see Physics 2.4-6. 


CHARACTER (éthos): As a plural adjective used substantively, it figures in the title of 
the Nicomachean Ethics: “ethics” are the things pertaining to one’s character. See also 
HABIT (ethos). 


CHARACTERISTIC (hexis): A central term and notoriously difficult to translate. It is 
related to the verb echein, meaning to have, hold, or (with an adverb) to be (ofa certain 
character or in a certain state). The noun hexis is of fundamental importance to Aris- 
totle’s account of virtue: our hexeis, or characteristics, are our ordered and stable states 
of soul that mark us as the kind of persons we are and permit us to act as we character- 
istically do. Our characteristics, in this sense, display our character, the habits of body 
and mind that have been formed through habituation and that constitute a certain way 
of holding oneself toward the world, so to speak. Other possible translations are “con- 
dition,” “active condition,” “disposition,” “state,” and “habit,” though no single English 
word can capture the full meaning of the Greek. 


CHOICE (proairesis): The noun’s component parts suggest the act of taking or selecting 
(hairesis) beforehand (pro-), i.e., before acting; Aristotle’s account of choice is a crucial 
part of his complex argument concerning the voluntary and involuntary (see especially 
3.2). Choice is the origin or starting point (arché) of action. It is defined in 6.2 as ei- 
ther intellect operating through longing (orektikos nous) or longing operating through 
thought (orexis dianoetiké). 


CITHARA: A plucked wooden instrument akin to the lyre. 


CITIZEN (polités): A member of the polis, with the full complement of duties and rights 
characteristic of political life. 


CITY (polis): The relatively small, politically independent unit typical of political life 
in ancient Greece. Although he knew of great empires, nations, and tribes, Aristotle ar- 


GLOSSARY [307 


gues (in the Politics) that a certain sort of polis is the best possible form of community, 
given the naturally political character of human nature. 


CLASS (genos): The class, kind, or genus to which a thing belongs. 


COMPLETE (teleios): That which marks a thing or state that has reached its natural end 
(telos); the word can also be translated as “perfect.” 


CONTEMPLATION (thedria, theérein): Meaning in the first place simply to look upon 
or observe—our word theater is derived from it—the term in Aristotle (and Plato) 
comes to mean “contemplation,” the act of looking upon something so as to understand 
it, an understanding that is sought as an end in itself and hence without regard to any 


subsequent doing or making. 


CORRUPT, CORRUPTION (mochthéros, mochthéria): A strong term used to describe 
vicious human beings. Like the English term, the Greek has a range of meanings, from 
morally bad or wicked to perverse or depraved in one’s longings and the like; it can 
also mean, in nonmoral contexts, simply “defective” or “bad condition.” In the Ethics, 
mochthéria is sometimes used synonymously with the word for “vice” and so can serve 
as the contrary of “virtue”; see also VICE (kakia), BASE (phaulos), and WICKEDNESS 
(ponéria). 


COURAGE (andreia): Related to the noun anér, meaning a male human being, a man in 
the emphatic sense; andreia might also be translated as “manliness.” See 3.6-9. 


COWARDICE (deilia): One of the two vices opposed to courage, it is marked by exces- 
sive fear and/or insufficient confidence. 


CUSTOM (nomos); see also LAW (nomos). The term suggests most generally the way 
things ought to be according to the authoritative element of a community and ex- 
pressed in law, written or unwritten; the key alternative is the way things must be ac- 
cording to nature (phusis or physis). The crucial case in the Ethics is the dispute over 
whether justice exists by nature or (merely) by custom or law: 5.7. 


D 


DECENT (epieikeis): A general term referring tothose whoare upright or square-dealing; 
also translated as “equity” or “equitable” in the discussion of justice, as that which 
makes up for the deficiency inherent in the (necessarily general) law. 


DECISION (krisis): Related to the verb (krinein) meaning to judge or determine; the 
moment of “crisis” is the one at which the crucial decision is made. “Judgment” is an- 
other possible translation, and the term can also apply to legal adjudications more nar- 
rowly. 


DEFICIENCY (elleipsis, to elleipon; also endeia): Aterm that forms a crucial part of Aris- 
totle’s famous doctrine of moral virtue understood as a “mean” between two extremes: 
one marked by deficiency, the other by excess. 
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DEFINING BOUNDARY (horos): Meaning originally a stone or other marker indicat- 
ing a property line or border, the term by extension indicates that which defines or lim- 
its a thing: “defining boundary” or simply “definition.” The word also appears in Aris- 
totle’s logic and refers to the “term” of a proposition; see also SPEECH. 


DELIBERATION (boulé): Closely related to choice and, in book 6, to calculation (logis- 
mos); the calculative part of the soul is the part that deliberates (see 6.1). Like choice, 
deliberation is directed at things that admit of being otherwise and that are up to us, 
and it is concerned not with the end (telos) but with what conduces to the end. Aristotle 
discusses deliberation most fully in 3.3 and 6.9. 


DESIRE (epithumia): A species of orexis or the longing part of the soul and so the ori- 
gin of action; see also LONGING. 


DIVINE (theios): An adjective derived from the Greek word for “god” (theos). Aris- 
totle speaks rather mysteriously of a certain “heroic and divine” virtue at the begin- 
ning of book 7. 


E 


END (telos): The goal or target of a thing, the attainment of which fulfills its nature. 
Hence the English term “teleological.” It is related to the adjective teleios, translated as 
“complete” or “perfect,” i.e., that which shares in the qualities of the end. 


EQUITY (epieikeia): That which rectifies the necessary generality of the law; see also 
the more general sense of DECENT. 


EXCESS (huperbale): In relation to the “mean” (mesotés), excess refers to one of the two 
ranges of extremes; see also DEFICIENCY (elleipsis, to elleipon). 


EXPERIENCE (empeiria): The root of the English word empirical, empeiria suggests 
the acquaintance with or knowledge of something that stems from repeatedly deal- 
ing with it, perhaps without the knowledge of the principles involved (consider, e.g., 
Plato, Laws 857c8). It is sometimes closely allied with art or craft: for example, Aris- 
totle, Politics 1282a1. 


F 


FLATTERY (kolakeia): Aristotle introduces this vice, which corresponds to the virtue 
of truthfulness, in close company with obsequiousness (areskeia). 


FORM (eidos): Refers most simply to “that which is seen” and, in particular, the “form” 
or “shape” of a thing. Aristotle first uses the term in connection with the Platonic doc- 
trine of the forms (see 1.6), but also more generally in the Ethics, he uses it to designate 


the “kind” of a thing or the class to which it belongs. See also IDEA (idea). 


FRIENDLINESS, FRIENDSHIP (philia): Aristotle uses one and the same term to 
designate both the moral virtue of “friendliness” and friendship itself. The former is 
treated at 4.6, the latter in books 8-9. 
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G 


GOD (theos): The term used in ordinary parlance to speak of the Olympian gods, for 
example, but Aristotle will speak more generally or vaguely of “the god” especially in 
his climactic discussion of (intellectual) virtue and happiness in book ro. 


GOOD (agathos): When the term is accompanied by the definite article, it will usu- 
ally be translated as “the good,” suggesting the goal of all human striving and hence 
synonymous with happiness. Aristotle famously argues that all human beings do ev- 
erything for the sake of what seems or is held to be good. The superlative, to ariston, 
is often translated by some as “the highest” or “chief” good, but we prefer to trans- 
late the term as “the best” to capture also its relative sense: it is perhaps the best of 
the goods available to us but not necessarily the best imaginable (as “highest” may 


suggest). 


GRASPING FOR MORE (pleonektés): The specific corruption that distinguishes the 
vice of injustice. The one who is pleonektés—who is characterized by pleonexia—seeks 
to take more of the good (or less of the bad) than is his proper share. 


GREATNESS OF SOUL (megalopsychia): An alternative translation is “magnanimity,” 
although we have preferred the more literal rendering, which captures better the great- 
ness of the sum of the virtues constituting this first “complete virtue”; see 4.3. 


H 


HABIT (ethos): Aristotle contends that habit is crucial in the formation of char- 
acter—for it is by repeatedly doing courageous things or just things that we be- 
come courageous or just—and even suggests that the two are etymologically linked 
(see 2.1). 


HAPPINESS (eudaimonia): Meaning literally the condition of having a good daimon, 
the term is in our judgment best rendered as “happiness,” given Aristotle’s description 
and analysis of it in book 1. 


HELD TO BE (dokein): Also translated as “seems.” Related to the noun translated as 
“opinion” (doxa), Aristotle’s typical procedure in examining a controversial or puzzling 
point is to begin from what is “held to be” the case, i.e., from opinion. 


HONOR (timé): One who is “ambitious” is more literally a “lover of honor,” and the 
general term came reasonably enough to signify also political offices, on the one hand, 
and the price of something, on the other. 


HUBRIS (hubris): A transliteration of the Greek term that in general implies a griev- 
ous lack of respect for that which demands respect, the gods not least, and so a kind of 
wanton arrogance or outrageous behavior. It is generally rendered as “hubris” (and re- 
lated terms), though it appears, in the context of children who are so treated, as “wan- 
tonly abused” at 1148b30. 
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I 


IDEA: A transliteration of the term made famous by Plato’s Socrates in his doctrine 
of the Ideas; Aristotle treats the (Platonic) ideas in 1.6. Derived from the verb for “to 
see, the term idea means first or most simply the look of something, hence by exten- 
sion the class to which all such things sharing the same look properly belong. See also 
FORM (eidos). 


INDIGNATION (nemesis): Meaning most simply the distribution of what is due, the 
term has the sense of retribution or righteous anger aroused by injustice; nemesis is per- 
sonified by Hesiod as a goddess who embodies these traits. Aristotle mentions it at 2.7 
(together with sense of shame) as being something other than a moral virtue. 


INDUCTION (epagogé): A technical term in Aristotle’s account in book 6 of how we 
come to know or learn, it means literally a bringing or leading of someone to some- 
thing, or introducing him to it: “induction” occurs when one is brought to see a given 
universal from prior recognition of a set of particulars (consider also, e.g., Posterior 
Analytics 71a7—-9). 


INJUSTICE (adikia): The abstract noun closely related to “the unjust” (to adikon) or 
an “act of injustice” (to adikéma); see also JUSTICE. 


INSENSIBILITY (anaisthésia): Meaning literally a lack of (sense) perception, the term 
as Aristotle uses it refers to the (rare!) indifference to pleasure among human beings, a 
vice corresponding to the virtue of moderation. 


INTELLECT (nous): According to Aristotle, nous is one of the three things in the soul 
that “exercise authoritative control over action and truth,” together with sense percep- 
tion and longing; it supplies the intellectual “grasp” of what something is, as a member 
of a given class, and so also of the class characteristics as such. See 6.2—-3 and context. 
The term can also refer to the act of the intellect, its intellectual grasp of something. 


INVOLUNTARY (akon): Aristotle’s complex and subtle account of what constitutes 
voluntary and involuntary action is found in 3.1-5. The translation unfortunately in- 
troduces the extraneous idea of the “will” (through the root of the word voluntary), but 
this seems unavoidable in English. 


IRONY (eiréneia): One of the vices corresponding to the virtue of truthfulness. Aris- 
totle’s sole example of one who practiced this graceful vice of concealing one’s knowl- 
edge is Socrates. 


J 


JUSTICE (dikaiosuné): The moral virtue of justice, treated at length in book 5. Aris- 
totle also speaks frequently of “the just” (to dikaion) and a just act or deed (dikaiéma). 


K 


KNOWLEDGE (gndsis): The noun is derived from the verb gignoskein, “to perceive, 


learn, come to know,” and refers to knowledge or knowing in the general sense, of 
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which there are particular forms; see book 6. In particular, we distinguish gndsis from 
the term epistemé, “science,” or “scientific knowledge,” i.e., knowledge in the strict sense. 


L 


LACK OF SELF-RESTRAINT (dakrasia): Aristotle defines this defect, which is not 
strictly speaking a moral vice, as the inability to stick to one’s knowledge or opin- 
ion of what is good when one is in the presence of certain strong pleasures. See SELF- 
RESTRAINT (enkrateia). 


LAW (nomos); see CUSTOM (nomos). 
LEARNING (mathésis): Also “subject of learning” or “subject.” 


LIBERALITY (eleutheriotés): Meaning in its broadest application the quality of soul 
characteristic of a free, as distinguished from an enslaved or slavish, human being. 
The term in the Ethics refers more narrowly to the freedom from undue attachment to 
money. The adjective eleutherios is also used to refer to the “free” man, meaning one 
who is both free in this broad sense and a citizen ( polités), with all the pertinent rights 
and privileges of citizenship. 


LICENTIOUSNESS (akolasia): Meaning most literally a lack of chastisement and 
hence the likely results of such a lack, the term as Aristotle uses it comes to signify an 
undue attachment to (bad or shameful) pleasure. 


LONGING (orexis): Related to the verb oregein, which means most literally “to reach 
out for” or “to stretch toward” and hence by extension “to strive for,’ “to yearn for,” “to 
long for.” Orexis is the general (technical) term for the appetency of the soul, of which 
epithumia, “desire,” is one species, along with “wish” (boulésis) and “spiritedness” (thu- 
mos); see 1102630 as well as De Anima 414b2 and 433a13. The interplay between long- 
ing and reason is crucial in the formulation of choice: see 6.2. The related verb oregein 


will be translated as “to long for.” 


LOVE: Aristotle uses four verbs in the Ethics to speak of love: philein is the principal 
verb denoting the love (philia) friends feel for one another; eran suggests erotic or 
passionate love (eros); and stergein and agapein are both used to suggest nonsexual af- 
fection: we translate the former as “to feel affection for,’ the latter as “to be fond of.” 


M 


MAGNIFICENCE (megaloprepeia): Literally “befitting greatness.” Aristotle uses the 
term to refer to the proper spending of money on a grand scale. 


MAKING (poiésis): Or “production”; in book 6 Aristotle distinguishes it from “action” 
(praxis). 


THE MANY (hoi polloi): Although the term can simply designate a numerical major- 
ity and is sometimes so translated (“most people”), it frequently designates the (unedu- 
cated ) many, the vulgar, as indeed the Greek phrase has come to be used also in English. 
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MATTER OF ACTION (pragma; pl. pragmata): That which is of active concern to us; 
matter of concern; concerns. 


MEAN (mesotés): The key term in Aristotle’s famous doctrine of the moral virtues as re- 
siding in the mean between two extremes; closely associated with MIDDLE or middle 
term. 


MIDDLE (to meson): Also translated as “the middle term”: see MEAN (mesotes). 


MODERATION (séphrosuné): Although the term in Plato is rather broad and suggests 
being knowledgeable or sensible, in Aristotle’s Ethics the primary meaning of the term 
is the proper disposition toward the bodily desires and pleasures. 


MONEY (chrémata): The Greek can also mean simply “goods” or “property.” In 4.1, 
Aristotle defines chrémata as “all those things whose worth is measured in legal cur- 
rency [nomisma],” another term which could be translated as “money,” but which we 
generally translate as “legal currency” or “currency” to emphasize its conventional 
character and to distinguish it from the broader term chrémata. 


MORAL (éthiké): Or “ethical”; the adjective of éthos, “character,” which appears as a 
plural adjective in the title and means literally “things pertaining to character.” In 2.1, 
Aristotle offers an etymology that derives the term from ethos, the term for “habit,” 
since character, and therefore the “ethical” action that issues from it, arises from ha- 
bituation and is grounded in a characteristic (bexis) that constitutes a settled habit. We 
translate the word as “moral” in deference to tradition. 


N 


NATURE (phusis or physis): Related to the verb meaning in the first place “to grow,” 
the noun physis presupposes the notion that the existence of some things is due, not to 
human production or opinion, but an internal necessity that governs how they grow 
and their characteristic way or character. Aristotle will occasionally refer to arguments 
from physics or natural science in the Ethics, and he distinguishes the existence of what 
is just by nature from that which is due to law or custom (5.7). 


NOBLE (kalos): The Greek term requires at least three English words to capture its 
sense: that which is physically “beautiful,” in the first place, that which is beautiful in a 
moral sense, i.e., “noble,” and that which is in a more general sense “fine.” We have opted 
to use “noble” wherever possible, since to say that courageous acts, for example, are 
done “for the sake of the beautiful” not only gives to the argument an oddly “aesthetic” 
character but also fails to capture the dimension of self-forgetting or self-sacrifice in 
courageous acts that, while not the whole of the virtuous act, contributes decisively to 
its being kalos, to its nobility. 


O 


OPINION (doxa): One’s notion or judgment of something that does not, however, rise 
to the level of knowledge; hence the common rendering of the term opinion, which 
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is often equivalent to mere conjecture. As noted in the discussion of the related verb, 
dokein, Aristotle’s typical procedure in examining a controversial or puzzling point is to 
begin from what is “held co be” the case, i.e., from opinion. Aristotle’s starting points in 
the Ethics are therefore the prevailing opinions, especially, though not always, the opin- 
ions held by decent or serious human beings. See also HELD TO BE (dokein). 


OPPORTUNE MOMENT (kairos): The right or crucial moment; also translated as “op- 
portunity.” 


P 


PAIN (algédén; lupé): Aristotle’s account of pain (and of course pleasure) is crucial not 
only to his analysis of the moral virtues and vices but also to his inquiry into the hu- 
man good or happiness, for by the end of the Ethics we learn that hedonism is a doc- 
trine worth taking seriously. 


PASSIONS (pathé): That which one suffers or undergoes, including the passions in the 
English sense but also more generally whatever one experiences; sometimes translated 
as “experience” (“experiences”). 


PERCEPTION (aisthésis): Also “sense perception.” 


PLEASURE (hédoné): Together with PAIN, a crucial determinant of human action and 
hence crucial to Aristotle’s account of moral virtue and vice. The noun supplies the root 
of the English term hedonism, that is, the philosophic doctrine according to which the 
good all human beings of necessity seek is (some kind of) pleasure. 


POLITICAL ART ( politiké): Literally “the political.” Since Aristotle uses this adjective 
as a noun (as can easily be done in Greek) without always specifying the noun he has in 
mind, he avails himself of an important ambiguity: sometimes he clearly has in mind 
“political science” or “the political art”—but could he sometimes (e.g., 1094427) have 
in mind “political power,” whether or not it is guided by science or art? 


POLITICIAN ( politikos): That is, one who possesses the art or knowledge characteris- 
tic of life in and governance of the city, the polis. “Statesman” is another possible trans- 
lation. Unfortunately, both “statesmen” and “politicians” carry connotations in English 
that are mostly foreign to the Greek term (but consider 1142a2 and context): a “states- 
man” is always good, a “politician” (almost) always bad. 


PRINCIPLE (arché): The simple meaning of arché is the “beginning” or “starting 
point” of something — of a racecourse, for example — and we have sometimes so trans- 
lated the term. But it also comes to mean more fundamentally the (first) principle of 
something, that which sets something in motion and therefore determines in part its 
character or course. It is derived from the verb archein, which means simply “to begin” 
but also (especially in political contexts) “to rule.” 


PRUDENT (phronimos): A term central to Aristotle’s political philosophy, the prudent 
human being possesses the intellectual virtue of prudence ( phronésis) that permits him 
always to choose the correct action in a given circumstance and to perform it well and 
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for the right reason. Prudence is inseparable, however, from moral virtue since, as Aris- 
totle makes clear in book 6, “virtue makes the target correct, prudence the things con- 
ducive to that target.” 


R 


REGIME ( politeia): The kind or character of the governing body in any political com- 
munity that as such determines not only the arrangement of offices but also the end— 
the way of life—of that community and its citizens. Aristotle will present an account 
of the various regimes in his discussion of friendship, which is elaborated on in the se- 
quel to the Ethics, the Politics. 


S 


SCIENCE (epistémé): Or “scientific knowledge,” which is to say knowledge in the strict 
sense. It should go without saying that Aristotle’s understanding of “science” has noth- 
ing to do with modern natural science, the modern scientific method, and so on. See 
especially 6.1, 3, 6—7. 


SELF-RESTRAINT (enkrateia): Literally “inner strength” or “inner mastery.” In the 
Ethics, enkrateia takes on a significance and precision that it does not have in other ex- 
tant Greek literature. Most simply, it is the capacity, separate from the moral virtues, 
to withstand the attractive pull of especially those bodily pleasures that admit of excess 
and that one regards as bad. Aristotle’s consideration of this capacity and its contrary, 
akrasia, takes up 7.1-10, a point in the book that he calls a “new beginning.” There is 
no simply adequate English equivalent; some have rendered it “continence” or “self- 
control.” Although there is no clear notion of the “self” in the Greek term, we prefer 
“self-restraint” inasmuch as it captures the inner struggle involved in enkrateia and 
avoids the unfortunate connotations of “continence” and especially “incontinence” in 
current usage. 


SELF-SUFFICIENCY (autarkeia): One of the key terms in understanding what we 
mean by the term happiness, for, according to Aristotle, we all seek to possess for our- 
selves a good that is (among other things) “self-sufficient” and so renders us or our lives 
“in need of nothing.” 


SERIOUS (spoudaios): This term in the Ethics most often carries a sense of moral grav- 
ity or excellence when it is used in relation to a human being. But Aristotle will use the 
word also in relation to the virtue of other things—for example, the virtue of an eye 
makes both the eye and its work “serious,” or one can be a “serious” cithara player only if 
one possesses the excellence or virtue that pertains to cithara playing. Hence the spou- 
daios, the serious person as such, is the possessor and model of moral virtue. 


SHAME, SHAMEFUL, or UGLY (4dischros) and SENSE OF SHAME (aidés): The “ugly” 
or the “shameful” is the opposite of to kalon, the “beautiful” or the “noble,” and the 
same word, aischros, can refer to the shame or disgrace that is felt as a result of a shame- 
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ful deed. “Sense of shame” (aidds) can refer to the same passion but also to “awe” or 
“reverence” due the gods and the divine things, for example. Aristotle argues that al- 
though a sense of shame is admirable in a young person who will as such err, in a ma- 
ture person it is not a virtue, for the simple reason that someone with a good nature 
who has been properly reared will never commit those acts that arouse in their agent 
a sense of shame. 


SMALLNESS OF SOUL (mikropsychia): One of the vices associated with the virtue of 
greatness of soul, which we translate literally; it can also be translated as “pettiness” or 
perhaps “small-mindedness.” 


SOUL (psyché): The seat of life in any living being. In the Ethics, Aristotle is mostly con- 
cerned to distinguish the two “parts” of the soul with and without reason respectively. 
He seeks only an “outline” (1.13) of the soul that is useful for the inquiry at hand, al- 
though he clearly indicates that a more precise account of the soul is possible, and his 
De Anima (“On the Soul”) takes up the question at length. 


SPEECH (logos): This complex term does not allow for a single English translation. Indi- 
cating most simply speech or the content of one’s speech, the term comes to mean by ex- 
tension an “account” of something and ultimately or in the best case a reasoned argument; 


2 « 


hence the English term logical. We render it as “speech,” “account,” “reasoned account,” 


» 


“reason, “argument,” “definition,” and (in book 5) “ratio,” depending on the context. 


SPIRIT, SPIRITEDNESS (thumos): The seat of anger and of “natural courage”; it is also 
translated as “heart” in the quotation from Hesiod in book 1 (1095b13). 


STINGINESS (aneleutheria): One of the vices related to the virtue of LIBERALITY; a 
more literal translation would be simply “illiberaliry.” 


STRANGE (atopos):Literally that which has no place (compare the English utopia) and 
so is out of place, strange, or odd. 


T 


TARGET (skopos): That at which correct reason aims and so hits on the mean between 
two opposed vices; the term appears most frequently in Aristotle’s account of prudence 
in book 6. 


U 


“UNIRASCIBILITY” (aorgésia): A term coined by Aristotle to indicate a vice associ- 
ated with insufficient anger when anger is due. 


UNIVERSAL (kathalou): Sometimes also translated as “general.” 


USEFUL (chrésimon; chrésis): The term appears frequently in Aristotle’s discussion of 
those friendships that are limited to the usefulness of the parties involved. 
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VICE (kakia): Literally “badness,” the root of the word being the contrary of “good” 
(agathos). 


VIRTUE (areté): The excellence of a specific type of thing, animate or inanimate, that 
marks the peak of that thing and permits it to perform its characteristic work or task 
well. 


VOLUNTARY (hek6n); see also INVOLUNTARY (akon). Aristotle’s principal discussion 
of the voluntary and involuntary is found at 3.1-5. 


Ww 


WICKED, WICKEDNESS (ponéros, ponéria): Although the term may mean simply a 
“bad state” or “defective condition” of a thing or person (consider 7.14, end), in the 
Ethics it almost always amounts to a harsh moral condemnation. See also CORRUPT 
(mochthéros), VICE (kakia), BASE (phautlos). 


WISDOM (sophia): That which the “philosopher,” the “lover” of “wisdom,” most seeks. 
For Aristotle’s account of it in the Ethics, see especially 6.7. 


WISE (sophos): The wise human being possesses knowledge or science of the highest 
objects of human understanding, including and especially those beings that exist of ne- 
cessity or do not admit of being otherwise and are therefore (as Aristotle argues: 6.3) 
eternal. 


WISH (boulésis): A crucial element in Aristotle’s account of what might be called moral 
responsibility (3.1-5, especially 4), in which he establishes that wish is directed at the 
end (telos), whereas choice and deliberation are directed at the things conducive to the 
end. The related verb (boulesthai) is translated as “to wish for.” 


WORK (ergon): Variously translated here as “work,” “task,” “product,” or—in contrast 
to “speeches” (logoi) — “deeds.” 


WORTH (axia): Also translated as “worthy” and “merit,” the term can mean both wor- 
thiness and fitness, as well as that which is rightly deserved; it is related to the verb ax- 
ioun, “to deem oneself worthy”: the one who possesses greatness of soul, for example, 
deems himself worthy, and is worthy, of great honor. 


KEY GREEK TERMS 


adikia: Injustice. 
agapein: To be fond of. 
agathos: Good. 
agroikia: Boorishness. 


aidos: Sense of shame; awe or reverence. 


aisthésis: Perception, sense perception. 
akolasia: Licentiousness. 
akrasia: Lack of self-restraint. 
alazoneia: Boastfulness. 
alétheia: Truthfulness. 
algédon: Pain. 
anaisthésia: “Insensibility.” 
andreia: Courage, manliness. 
aneleutheria: Iliberality. 
anér: Man; husband. 
anthropos: Human being. 
aorgésia: “Unirascibility.” 
apeirokalia: Vulgarity. 
aphilotimia: Lack of ambition. 
arché: Beginning, starting point, origin; 
principle. 
areskeia: Obsequiousness. 
areté: Virtue. 
asotia: Prodigality. 
atopos: Strange, odd. 
autarkeia: Self-sufficiency. 
axia: Worth, merit. 


banausia: Crassness. 


bomolochia: Buffoonery. 
boulésis: Wish. 


chaunotés: Vanity. 
chrémata: Money; goods, property. 
chrésimon: Useful. 


deilia: Cowardice. 

dikaiosuné: Justice. 

dokein: To be held (to be), to seem. 
doxa: Opinion; repute. 

dunamis (dynamis): Capacity, power. 
duseristia: Quarrelsomeness. 
duskolia: Surliness. 


eidos: Form. 

etroneta: Irony. 

eleutheriotés: Liberality. 

elleipsis: Deficiency. 

empeiria: Experience. 

endeia: Deficiency, need, lack. 

energeia: Activity. 

enkrateia: Self-restraint. 

epagoge: Induction. 

epidexiotés: Tact. 

epieikeia: Equity; decency. 

epimeleia: Care, concern for. 

epistéme: Science, scientific knowl- 
edge. 

epithumia: Desire. 

eran: To love (in a passionate or erotic 
sense). 

ergon: Work, task; deed; product. 

éthiké: Moral (virtue). 
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ethos: Habit. 

éthos: Character. 
eudaimonia: Happiness. 
eutrapelia: Wittiness. 


genos: Genus; class; kind. 
gnosis: Knowledge. 


hédoné: Pleasure. 

hek6n: Voluntary. 

hexis: Characteristic. 

horos: Defining boundary; limit; defini- 
tion. 

hubris: Hubris, insolence, outrageous 
treatment, wanton abuse. 

huperbale: Excess. 


kairos: Opportune moment. 

kakia: Vice. 

kalos: Noble; beautiful; fine. 

kathalou: Universal; general. 

kolakeia: Flattery. 

krisis: Decision; judgment; legal adjudi- 
cation. 


logos: Account, speech; argument; defini- 
tion; ratio. 
lupé: Pain. 


makaria, makarios: Blessed. 

mathésis: Learning; subject of learning; 
subject matter. 

megaloprepeia: Magnificence. 

megalopsuchia: Greatness of soul. 

meson: The middle term, middle. 

mesotés: Mean. 

mikroprepeia: Parsimony. 

mikropsuchia: Smallness of soul. 

mochthéros, mochtheria: Corrupt, cor- 
ruption. 


nemesis: Indignation. 


nomisma: Legal currency; currency. 


KEY GREEK TERMS 


nomos: Law; custom. 
nous: Intellect; intellectual grasp. 


oregein: To long for. 
orexis: Longing. 
orgilotes: Irascibility. 


pathos (pl. pathé): Passion (passions); ex- 
perience; that which one undergoes. 

phaulos: Base; of poor quality. 

philein: To love (as a friend). 

philia: Friendliness, friendship. 

philotimia: Ambition. 

phronésis: Prudence. 

phronimos: Prudent (human being). 

phusis (physis): Nature. 

pistis: Trust or faith in something or 
someone; hence also the sense of cer- 
tainty that comes from such trust, 
or that which prompts it: assurance, 
guarantee. 

pleonektés, pleonexia: Grasping for 
more. 

poiésis: Making; production; poetry, 
poem. 

polis: City. 

politeia: Regime. 

polités: Citizen. 

politiké: The political art, politics. 

politikos: Politician. 

ponéros, ponéria: Wicked, wickedness; 
defective condition (in nonmoral con- 
texts). 

pragma (pl. pragmata): Matter, matter of 
concern. 

praotés: Gentleness. 

praxis: Action. 

proairesis: Choice. 


psuché (psyché): Soul. 


skopos: Target. 
sophia: Wisdom. 
sophbos: Wise (human being). 


KEY GREEK TERMS 


sdphrosuné: Moderation. 


spoudaios: Serious (human being). 


stergein: To feel affection for. 


techne: Art; skill. 
teleios: Complete; perfect. 
telos: End; goal. 
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theoria: Contemplation. 

theos (theios): God (divine). 

thrasutés: Recklessness. 

thumos (thymos): Spiritedness; spirit; 
heart. 

timé: Honor; political office; price. 

tuché: Chance. 
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cate only the approximate position in the translation. 


Aeschylus 
Agamemnon 
Agathon 
Alcmaeon 

Alope (Carcinus) 
Anacharsis 


Analytics (Aristotle) 


Anaxagoras 
Anaxandrides 
Aphrodite 
Argives 
Athenians 


Bias 
Brasidas 


Calypso 
Carcinus 

Celts 

Crete (Cretans) 


Delos 
Demodocus 
Diomedes 


Empedocles 


Endymion 
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1139b4, I140aI9 
I110a28 

115ob1o 
1176b33 
1139b27 and 32 
1141b3, 1179aI3 
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Epicharmus 
Eudoxus 
Euripides 
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Hector 


Helen 
Heraclitus 


Hesiod 
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Lacedaimonians 


Laconians (Spartans) 


Lesbos (Lesbian) 


Margites (Homer) 
Megarians 


1167b25 
1101b27, 1172b9 
I1I0a28, 1136all, 
1142a2, 1155b2 
115 2a31 


1136bI10 


I116a22, 33, 
1145a20 

1109b9 

1105a8, 1146b30, 
115§5b4, 1176a6 
1095b9 

1113a8, I116a2I 
and b27, 1118b11, 
1136b9, 1141al4, 
1145§a20, 1149b17, 
1160b26, 1161a14 


1102all, 1112a29, 
1167431, 1180425 
1117427, 1124b16, 
1127b28, 1145a28 
1137b30 


1141a14 
1123a24 
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Merope 
Milesians 
Milo 


Neoptolemus 
Niobe 


Odysseus 
Olympics 


Pericles 
Persia (Persians) 


Phalaris 

Pheidias 

Philoctetes 
(Sophocles) 

Philoctetes 
(Theodectes) 

Phoenecian Women 
(Euripides) 

Pittacus 

Plato 


Polyclitus 
Pontus 


Priam 


Protagoras 


I111al2 
11§1a9 
1106b3 


114.6arg, 1151b18 
1148a33 


1146a21, 1151b20 
109943, 1147635 


1140b8 

1134626, 1160b27 
and 31 

1148b24, 1149a14 
I141aI1o 


1146a20, 115 1b18 


1150b9 


1167433 


1167a32 

109$§a32, 1104b12, 
1172b28 

114 larl 

1148b22 

110048, I101a8, 
114§a2I 

1164a24 


Pythagoreans 


Rhadamanthus 


Sardanapallus 
Satyrus 
Scythians 
Sicyonians 
Simonides 
Socrates 


Solon 


Sophocles 
Speusippus 


Thales 
Theodectes 
Theognis 
Thetis 

Troy (Ilium) 


Xenophantes 


Zeus 
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I117a27 
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1116b4, 1127b25, 
114.4b18 and 28, 
1145b23 and 25, 
1147b15 

110oalI and 15, 
117949 

114. 6al19, 1151b18 
1096b7, 1153b5 


1141b4 

1150b9 

1170alI2, 1179b6 
1124b15 

1139b7 


11gob12 


1124b16, 1160b26, 
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account: see SPEECH 1099a2, 29; 1099b26; I100al, 14; 


action (praxis): 1.10944l, §, 7, 12,173 110 0b10, 13, 30, 33; 11O1al5; 1102a5, 


109§a3, 6; 10974a16, 21; 1097b26, 29; 
1098a14; 1098b15, 18; 1099a1 4, 18, 
20, 21; 1101b15§; 2. 1103630; 110444; 
1104b14 (2x); 110524, 6; 1106b17, 
23, 25; 110745, 8, II, 30, 31; 1108all; 
1108b18; 1109a23; 3. 1109b30; 1110aI2, 
13, 16, 20, 24; 1110b6, 20; I111al, 16, 
18, 20, 24, 26; 1111b2, 6; 1112b32, 

333 1113b4, 18; 1114.8; 1114b21, 30, 
31; 4, 1120423, 31; 1122a21; 1125a26; 
1127a203; 1128b6; 5. 112944; 1131a12; 
1135831; 1136b28; 6. 1139aI8, 19, 20, 
31; 114.043, 6 (2x), 16, 17; 1140b7; 
1141b16; 7. 114.7b10; 1151a8, 16; 

I1§ 4.323 1154b20, 25; 8. 1155§a14, 15; 
1156b16; 9. 1165a13, 203; 1168al0, 20; 
116947, 24, 33, 343 1169634, 35; 117043, 
9; 10. 1172435; 1176b8; 1177b4, 7, 16; 
1178alI2, 353 1178b2, 10, 17; 1179a3 
activity (energeia): 1.109444, 6, 16; 
1098a6, 7, 14, 16; 1098b15, 19, 31, 333 


17; 1102b4; 2. 1103a27, 31; 1103b21, 22; 
1104429; 1105§a16; 3. 1113b6; 1114.47, 9, 
10; 1115b20; 1117b16; 1119b9; 4. 1122b1; 
6. 1144.46; 7. 114.747, 333 115 2b33, 353 
11§3alI, 10, 14, 16, 253 1153b10 (2x), 16; 
11§4.a2, 6; 1154b27; 8. 1157b6, 9, 10; 

9. 116846, 7, 9, 13, 15; 1169b29 (2x), 

31, 31; 117046, 7, 18 (2x), 313 1171b35; 
1172aI2; 10. 1173a15; 1173b3; 1174b14, 
16, 17, 18, 23, 29, 323 117§al, §, 6, 8, 

9, 12, 13, 16, 20, 21, 25, 30 (2x), 323 
1175b3, 5, 6, 8, 9, 14, 17, 20 (2x), 22, 27, 
30, 32, 33, 36; 117644, 25, 29; 1176b1, 
2, 7,19, 273 1177Aal, §, 10, 12, 16, 20, 
243 1177b7, 19, 21, 23, 293 1178alI0, 28; 
1178b4, 8, 19, 22, 25, 273 117949, 233 
1180b34 


ambition (philotimia); see also HONOR: 


2. 1107b29, 31 (2x), 323 108al; 
3. 1117b29; 4. 1122b22; 1125b9, 11, 15, 
22, 23; 8. 11§9aI3 
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353 1152a5; 1153432; 1153b17, 33; 
1154.48, 10, 15, 26, 29; 115 4.b12; 


architechtonic (architektonikos): 
1.1094a14, 273 6. 114 1b22, 25; 
7. 1152b2 8. 1161a35; 9. 1168b17; 10. 1173b9, 
II; 1176bI1, 203 1177a7; 1178al5, 26; 
1178b34 

boorishness (agroikia, agroikos): 


argument: see SPEECH 

aristocracy (aristokratia): 5. 1131429; 
8. 1160433; 1160b12, 32; 1161a23 
2. 1104424; 1108a26 (2x); 4. 1128a9; 
1128b2; 115 1b13 

brother (adelphos): 8. 1159b32; 1160a1, 


barbarians (barbaroi): 7. 1145a31; 1149alI 
base (phaulos): 1. 1100b35; 1102b8; 


2. 1103b6; 1104. bI0, 21; 1105b30; 
I107al0, 13; 3. 1110a23; 11134253 
1113b14; 4. 1119b32; 1121425; 1123b35; 
1127a29; 1127bI10; 1128b22, 25, 

29, 31; 5. 1132a2, 3, 43 1138alI5, 28, 

35; 6. 114.2a23; 1142b18; 114.4427; 

7. 1145b10, 12, 133 1146a7, 10, 12, 

13, 15, 16; 1148b4; 115 0a5; 1151a25, 
28; 1151b22, 29; 11§2a2; 1152b11, 29 
(2x); 1153a17, 18; 1153b13; 115.4.a16; 
1154832, 33; 1154b5, 15; 8. 1157a17, 
18; 1157b2; 1159b5; 116 0br0; 9. 1165b; 
1166b3, §, 6, 25 (2x); 1167b9; 116 8a31; 
1168b22; 1169a14; I170aII; 1172a9, 
10; 10. 1172a28, 31; 117344; 1175b25, 


6; 116124, 6, 25; 1161b30, 35; 1162aI10; 
9. 116§al6 


buffoonery (bémolochia): 2. 1108a24, 253 


4. 112844, 14, 34 


capacity (dunamis): 1. 1094aI0, 26; 


1094b2; 1099b2; 1101b12; 110243 4; 
1102b5; 2. 1103a26; 1105b20, 22; 
1106a7, 9, I1; 4. 1127b14; 5. 1129al2, 
133 1130b2; 1134. br9, 26; 6. 1141a28; 
1143a28; 114.4a22, 23, 28, 29; 

7. 1152427; 11§3a25; 8. 116143; 1163b18; 
9. 1168a9; 1170a16, 17; 10. 1172424; 
117§a4; I1178al, 32; 1180421; 1180b32, 
333 1181a2, 9; 1181b14 


2.8; 1176624; 1178b16; 1179b12; care (epimeleia): 1. 1099b20, 30; 


1180all, 17 2. 1105b15; 3. 1114.23, 4; 4. 1120b19; 
beautiful: see NOBLE 1121b12; 6. 1138b26; 9. 116 1a13; 
beginning: see PRINCIPLE 1167b22, 25; 10. 1179a24, 28; 1180alI, 
blessed (makaria): 1.1098a19; 1099b2, 25, 29, 343 I180b12, 13, 17, 23, 28 


18; 1100a4, 16, 22, 33 (2x); 1100b16, chance, fortune (tuché): 1. 1096a1; 


2.6, 29, 34; 1101a7, 19, 20; 1101bs, 

24, 25, 273 3. 1113b15, 16; 7. 1152b7; 
8. 1157b21; 1158a22; 9. 1169b4, 17, 
243 1170a2, 8, 27, 28; 1170b14; 

10, 1176a27; 1177b23; 1178b9, 22, 26; 
1179a2 


body (séma): 1. 1096b29; 1098b14; 


1101b33; 1102a16, 20, 22, 29; I102b19, 
22; 2. 1104b5; 1105b173 3. 1113426; 
1114423, 28; 1116b15; 1117b29, 30, 333 
1118a23 1118b7; 4 1123b7; 1128a12; 
1128b1 4; 6. 1138b31; 114.4b10; 

7. 114.7a16; 1147b25, 27; 114845; 
114.9b26; 1150424; 11§1aI2; 1151b23, 


1096b27; 1099b8, 10, 20, 24; 110046, 
9, 17, 21; 1100b3, §, 7, 20, 22, 23, 

31; 1101al, 8, 10 (2x), 16, 22, 28; 
1102b11; 2. 110§a23; 1108b; 3. 1112a27, 
32; 11134263 1117b34; 1118b15, 17; 

4. 1120b17; 112 4a10, 14, 15, 16, 20, 

31; 112 4b2, 6, 19; 1125431; 1126636; 

5. 1129b3 (2x); 1135b17, 193 6. 114.0418, 
19 (2x); 114.4333 7. 114.733; 1153618, 
19, 22 (2x), 243 1154b14; 8. 115§aI1; 

9. 1169b14 (2x), 15, 16, 21; 1171a21 (2x), 
22, 25, 26, 28, 29; 1171b1, §, 13, 15, 16, 
18, 20, 23; 10. 1173bs (2x); 1176435; 
1177473 1179b23; 1180b26 
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character (éthos); see also MORAL: 114.9b34; 1150a20, 24, 25; 1150b30; 
115147 (2x), 30, 31, 32, 343 1152a14, 


17; 8. 1157b30, 31; 1162b36; 1163a22, 


1. 1095§a7; 110347; 3. 1111b6; 4. 1121426; 
1121b6; 1127a163 1127b23; 1128aI1, 123 

1139a2, 35; 114.4b4, 15; 1145a16; 1152a8; 
8. 1155 b10; 1157 aI; 1163a23; 9. 1164.a12; 


23; 9. 1164bI; 1167427; 117042; 
10. 1172425; 1178a35; 1179a35; 1180432; 


1165b6, 9, 19; 1171b3; 10. 1172422; 
1172b15; 1178a16, 17; 1179b8, 17, 293 
1180b4; 1181b22 


characteristic (hexis): 2. 1098b33 (2x); 


1103a9 (2x); 1103b22, 23, 31; 1104b4, 
19; 1105b20, 25; 1106aI2, 14, 225 
1106b36; 1107b; 1108a26; 1108b17; 
1109b24; 3. 1113431; 1114.a10; 1114b2, 
23, 27, 31, 32; 1115b21; 1117a20, 22; 

4. 1120b9; 1122a303 1122b1; 1123431; 
1123b1 (2x); 1125b20; 1126bs, 9, 10, 
173 1127b2, 15; 1128a17, 323 1128b11, 
15; 5. 112947, 13, 14, 18 (2x); 1130a13; 
1138a2, 3; 6. 1138b21, 32; 1139a16, 

22, 345 1139b13, 31; 114044, 5, 7, 

9, IO, 20, 22; 114.0b5, 20, 28, 29; 
1141b24; 1143425; 1143b24, 26; 
114.4429; 114.4b9, 13, 22, 25, 273 
7.1145§a25; 1145b1; 1146a14; 1148b19; 
11§0aI5; 11§1a28; 1151b29; 1152a26, 
353 1152b28, 33, 34, 363 1153a14, 21; 
11§3bI0, 29; 1154.13; 8. 1157b6, 29, 31, 
32; 10. 1174.b32; 1176a34; 1176b26; 
1181b5, 10 


choice ( prodiresis): 1. 1094a2; 109§a14; 


1095b20; 1097a2I; 1102a13; 1102b19; 
2. 1105431, 32; 1106a3 (2x), 4; 
1106b36; 3. 1110631; 1111b5, 7, 9, 10, 
12,14, 1§, 17,19, 20, 27, 30, 34; 1111bs, 
7, 9, 12,14; 1§, 17, 20, 21, 2§, 27, 28, 
29, 30, 343 I112a2, 3, §, 7) 9, 11,14, 153 
1113a3, 4 (2x), 7, 9, 10 (2x); 1113b4, 
§3; 111745, 21; 4. 112§b11; 1126633; 
1127b14; 5. 113.442, 20; 1134b12; 
1135b9 (2x), 10 (2x), 253; 1136a1, 4; 
1136b15; 1137b35; 1138a21; 6. 1139a23 
(2x), 25, 31, 32, 345 1139b4, 6 (2x); 
114. 4a19, 20; 114544; 7. 1146a32; 
1146b22; 1148a6, 9,10, 17 (2x); 


1181a8 


citizen (polités): 1. 1097b10; 1099b31; 


110249; 2. 1103b3; 1116a18; 5. 1130b29; 
8. 1160a2, 5; 1161228; 1161b13; 
9. 1165431; 11714; 10.1177b14 


city (polis): 1.1094a28; 1094b8 (2x), 


10; 2. 1103b3; 3. 1115432; 4. 112245; 
1122b23; 1123a2; 5. 1132b34; 1138al1, 
12,14; 6. 1141b25; 114§alI; 7. 1152a20, 
23; 8. 11§§a22; 11§7a26, 27; 1160aI7; 
1160b13; 1162a19; 9. 1167426, 30; 
1168b31; 1170b31 (2x), 32; 10. 1180a25, 
27; 1180b4; 1181a73; 1181b18 


class (genos): 1.1094b25; 1098a8; 


2. 1106a12; 3. 1114b27; 4. 1123aII, 17; 
5. 113 0bI; 1137a34; 1137b9; 6. 113949, 
10; 1140b4} 1142434; 7. 1145a27; 
1145b2; 1148a23; 1148b16; 1149aII; 
114.9b28, 33; 1150b14, 15, 35; 115 2b14; 
9. 116§a19; 10. 1172a20 


comprehension (sunesis, sunienai): 


1. 1103a5, 8; 5. 1137 aI; 6. 1142b34 
(2x); 1143a1 (2x), 2, §, 7, 9, 10 (3x), II, 
13,17 (2x), 18, 26, 28, 30, 34; 1143b7; 
8. 1161b26; 10. 1172b6; 1179b27; 
1181a18, 203 1181b11 


contemplation (thedria, thedrein): 


1. 1095b19; 1096a4; 1097aII; 1098a31; 
1098b3; 1100a31; 1100b19; 110247, 23 
(2x); 2. 1103b26; 1104.a11; 1106425; 

4, 1122435; 1122b17; 6. 1139a7, 273 
1139b22; 114 0aII, 20; 114 0b9; 1141425; 
1143b19; 7. 1146b14, 34 (2x), 353 
1149a2§3 11§2a14; 1152b1; 1153a1, 20, 
22, 23; 9. 1166a26; 1169b33; 1170a2; 
10. 1174.b21; 117§al, 153 1176a5; 1177aI18, 
21, 28, 33; 1177b2, 19; 1178b3, §, 7, 

21, 22, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 343 1179b1; 
1180b17, 21; 1181b8, 18, 20 
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correct reason (orthos logos); see also 
OPINION, SPEECH: 2. 1103b32, 
33; 3. 1114b29; 1119a20; 5. 1138aI0; 
6. 1138b20, 25, 29, 343 114.4b23, 26, 27 
(2x); 7. 1147b3, 31; 115 1a12, 21, 22 

corrupt, corruption (mochthéros, 
mochthéria): 3. 1110b28, 323 1113b16, 
243 4. 1121426; 1129b24; 5. 1130a7, 
17, 29, 31; 1130b24; 1135b24, 25, 
31; 6. 1144.35; 7. 1145bI; 114643; 
1148b2, 18; 114.9a16, 173 1150b32; 
11§ 1al§; 1154.11; 8. 115§br11; 1159b7, 10; 
1160allI, 16, 19, 26; 9. 116§a73; 1165b13, 
18, 36; 1166b12, 14, 20, 27; 1168a32; 
1169a13, 15; 1170a233 1172a9 (2x); 
10. 1175b28 

cosmos, ornament (kosmos): 3. 1112422; 
4. 1123473 112 4aI; 6. 1141422; 114. 1b1; 
10. 1173433 

courage (andreia): 1.1094b19; 1101b14; 
1102b28; 2. 1103b2 (2x), 17; 1104a19, 
25; 1104b1, 2, 8; 1107a22, 33; 1108bi9, 
25, 323 1109a2, 9; 3. 111546, II, 15, 16 
(2x), 19, 24, 25, 28, 333 I1I5b1, 11, 19, 
20, 21 (2x), 23, 24, 303 111643, 5, 9, 
10, 13, 16, 20, 21; 1116b2, 4, §, 8,14, 23 
(2x), 24, 26, 30, 34, 36; 111745, 7, 10, 
12, 16, 18, 22, 27, 28, 29, 31, 343 I117b1, 
7, 8, 13, 18, 21; 1118b29; 5. 1129b19; 
1137a20; 6. 114.4b5; 9. 1167420; 
10. 1173a21; 1177432; I178alI0, 32; 
1178b12 

cowardice (deilia): 2. 1103b17; 1104.42]; 
1104b8; 1107a18; 1107b4; 1108b19, 20, 
25 (2x); 1109a3, 103 I11§a; 3. 111§a20, 
233 1115b32, 34; 1116a2, 4,14, 20; 
1116b16; 1119a21, 283 5. 1130a18, 30; 
113722; 1138a17; 7. 114945, 8 (2x); 
9. 1166bI0 

crassness (banausia): 2. 1107b19; 
4. 1122431; 1123al9 

crudity ( phortikotés): 1. 1095b16; 
4, 1124b225 1128453 10, 1178b16 

custom, law (nomos): 1. 1094b16; 
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1102a10; 3. 1113b3.45 1116a19; 

4, 1128432; 5. 1129b14,19; 1130a24; 
1130b24; 1132453 1132b16; 1133430; 
1134.30, 31, 353 113.4b14 (2x); 113-7al1]} 
1137b12, 13, 16, 18, 20, 26, 28, 29; 
1138a2, 6, 7, 8, II; 6. 114.415; 11§2a2I, 
23, 24; 9. 1161b7; 1162b22; 1164b13; 
10. 1179b32, 34; 118043, 21, 24, 345 
1180b25; 1181a17, 23; 1181b7, 22 


daimon (daimén), divine (daimonios); 


see also DIVINE (theios): 4. 1122b21; 
6. 1141b7; 9. 1169b8 


death (thanatos), mortal (thnétos), to die 


(apothnéskein): 1. 1099b6; 1100412, 
15, 19, 273 3. 111§all, 26, 27, 28, 33, 

343 1115b2; 1116a12; 1116b18, 20, 225 
111767, 11; 4. 1128b13; 5. 1131a8; 1132a8; 
1135b2; 7. 1145a22; 9. 1169a20, 25; 

10. 1177b32, 33 


decent (epieikeis); see also EQUITY: 


2. 1102bI10; 3. 1113b14; 111§a13} 

4, 1121b2.4; 1127b3; 1128a18; 

1128b21, 27, 29, 30, 333 5. 1132a2, 3 
(2x); 1136b20; 7. 1152a17; 1154.31; 

8. 1155b35; 115717; 1159a22; 1160b16; 
1162alI, 26; 1163b18; 9. 116549; 
1165b23; 1166a10, 30; 1166b4, 28; 
1167a19; 1167b1, 5; 1168a33; 11693, 16, 
17; 1169b20; 117043, 22, 27; I171al9, 
26; 1172a10, I1; 10. 1175b24, 28; 
1176a2.4; 1176b24; 1179a73 1179b5, 193 
1180a8, 10, 16, 3§ 


decision (krisis): 2. 1109b23; 4. 1126b4; 


6. 1143a10, 20, 23 


deficiency (elleipsis, to elleipon; also en- 


deia): 1.109§a73 2. 1104aI12, 15, 263 
1106a29, 32; 1106b6, II, 17, 24, 26, 34; 
110743, 14, 19, 20, 21 (2x), 23, 24, 26, 
27; 1107b4, 6, II, 12, 14, 19, 23, 293 
1108a4, 8 (2x), 25, 29, 345 1108b5, 12, 
17, 183; 1109al, 3, 4, 22; 1109b16, 25; 

3. 1116al, 6; 111846; 111945; 4. 1119b28; 


1121al10, 14; 112Ib18, 21, 22; 1122430; 
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1123a28; 1123b15, 24; 112§a173 1125b7, 
19, 28; 1126a2, 3, 36; 1126b7; 1127b29; 
1128a3; 5, 1133421; 113447, 9 (2x), 
103 11378273 1137b27; 6. 1138bI9, 24; 
7. 1150a18; 115 3aI; 1154434; 9. 1167b12; 
10. 1173b7; 1174.a15 

defining boundary, definition, de- 
fine (horos, diorizein): 1. 1098b6; 
1101a21; 1101b10; 110343; 2. 1104623, 
24; 110741, 2; 1107b16; 1108b34; 
1109b15, 21; 3. 1109b33; 1111b4; 
111§a93 111§b22; 1117b28; 4. 1122b1; 
1128a25, 273 1128b11; 5. 1129b13; 
1130433; 1130b8, 22; 1132b22; 1133b30; 
11352203 1136a10; 11363; 6. 1138b23, 
33, 345 1139b32, 36; 1142426; 1143436; 
1143b2; 114.4b22; 7. 1149al; 1150al]; 
1153b25; 8. 115924; 1159b33; 1160b17; 
9. 1164b28; 1165a13; 1166a2, 10; 
1168b5; 1170a17 

deliberation (boulé): 3. 1112a15, 18, (2x), 
19 (2x), 20, 21, 29, 30, 34; 1112b1, 3, 8, 
II, 13, 20, 22, 23, 32, 333 1113a2 (2x), 
10, 11 (2x), 125 1113b3; 6. 1135b10, II, 
205 1139aI2, 13, 233 1139b7; 114.0426, 
31 (2x); 114.0b1; 114.1b9, 10 (2x), 13, 27, 
333 1142a21, 31, 32 (2x); 1142b1 (2x), 3, 
455, 6,7 (2x), 8, 9,12, 14, 15, 16 (3x), 
20, 21 (2x), 22, 25, 26, 27, 29, 31, 323 
114346; 1150b20 (2x), 21; 7. 115143; 
115 2aI9 (2x), 23, 28 

democracy (démokratia): 5. 1131427; 
8. 1160b17, 20; 116146; 1161b9 

desire (epithumia): 1. 1102b30; 1103b18; 
110§b21; 1106b18; 1111425, 27, 31, 323 
1111b2, 10, 13 (2x), 15, 16 (3x), 173 
III7al; 1118a13, 16; 1118b8, 10, 15, 193 
1119al, 2, 4 (2x), 14, 32, 333 I119b5 
(2x), 9,14, 15, 16; 1121b2; 1130425; 
1145b13; 114.6aI10, 13; 114.7415, 33, 
343 114.7b2; 1148a18, 20, 21, 22, 27; 
1149a14, 25, 34; 1149b2, 3, 5, 7,15, 
23,24, 25; 11§0a10, 18, 26, 28, 29; 
11§1bg, 11; 1152a2; 1152b35, 36; 11534323 
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1166b7; 116747; 1168b20; 1175628; 
1178b168% 

dishonor (atimia); see also HONOR: 
1. 1100a20; 2. 1107b22; 3. 11164213 
4, 1123b21; 1124.45, 11; 5. 113813 

divine (theios); see also GOD, DAIMON: 
1. 1094b10; 1o9g9bI0, 16, 17; 1101b24, 
27; 1102a4; 6. 1141bI; 7. 1145a20, 
27, 293 1153632; 10. 1177a15 (2x), 163 
1177b28, 30, 31; 1179b22 

dour (sklérotés): 4. 1128a9 


education ( paideia, paideuein): 
1. 1094b23; 1095a1 (2x); 2. 1104b13; 
4, 1128a21 (2x); 5. 1130b26, 27; 
8. 1161a17; 116226, 13; 10. 1172a20; 
1180b2, 8 

end (telos): 1.109444, §, 8, 14, 17, 18; 
1094b6; 1095a5; 1095b23, 31; 1096a8; 
1097a21I, 23, 26; 1097b21; 1098b19; 
1099b17, 30; 1100aI1, 323 I101a18; 
3. 1110a13; 1111b26, 273 1112b12 (2x), 
15 (2x), 34 (2x); 1113a14, 15; 111363, 
4; 1114b1, 4, 6, 14, 16, 18, 21, 24, 313 
I11§b13, 20, 22 (2x); 1117b1, 3, 16; 
6. 1139b2, 3; 1140a29; 114. 0b6, 7; 
1141b123 1142b29, 30, 31, 33; 1143493 
1143b10; 114.4432; 114545, 6; 7. 1152b2, 
14, 233 1153a9, 10, 11; 8. 1155b21; 
10. 1174.20; 1174.b33; 1176431; 
1176b28, 31, 35; 1177b18, 20; 1179a34; 
1179b1 

equity (epieikeia); see also DECENT: 
4. 1120b32; 1126b21; 5. 1137a31—1138al;} 
1143820, 21, 22, 23, 31; 8. 1158b23; 
1161a29; 10. 1180a24 

erotic love, love passionately (erds, eran): 
1. 1099a28; 3. 1116a13; 8. 115563; 1156b1, 
3; 1157a6 (2x), 8, 133 11§8aI1; 1159bI5, 
16, 17; 9. 1164.43 (2x), §, 7, 83 116744, §, 
6; 10. 1171a1I; 1171b29, 31 

excess, peak, superiority (hyperbole; also 
hyperoché): 1. 1098al1; 2. 110412, 
15, 26; 1106829, 34, 35; 1106bs, 11, 
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excess, peak, superiority (hyperbolé; also 
hyperoché) (continued) 
17, 235 255 343 1107a2, 4, 13, 19, 20, 
21 (2x), 22, 24, 2§, 263 I107DI, 2, 3, 
9, II, 12, 13, 19, 22, 28; 1108a4, 7, 24, 
28, 33; 1108b4, 12, 17, 18; 1109a2 (2x), 
4, 18, 21; 1109b25; 3. 1115b24, 28, 343 
1116al, 63 111846, 7; 1118b17, 24, 28; 
4. 1119b28; 1120b5, 24, 27; 1121aI0, 
13, 1§, 26; 1121b18, 20, 28, 32; 1122431, 
323 1122b$; 1123a19, 20; 1123b15, 26; 
11244223 1124b103 112§a17; 1125b7, 18, 
29; 1126a9, 18, 29; 1126b7; 1127b9, 29; 
1128a3, 4; 5. 1132a26, 34; 1132b1, 4, 
§, 83 1133a21; 1133b2; 1134.7, 8, 9, 103 
1137427, 283 6. 1138b19, 24; 7. 1145424, 
32; 114.7b25, 32; 114847, 19, 28, 333 
1148b4; 114.9a5; 1149b7; 1150aI7, 19 
(2x); 1150b7, 18; 115 1a12; 1152a25; 
1153333 115§3b23; 1154.a14, 16 (2x), 19, 
20, 21, 27, 28; 1154b16; 8. 115 8al2, 34, 
35, 363 1158b36; 1159a1 4; 1161a12, 20; 
1163424; 1163b23; 9. 1164.a29; 1165b36; 
1166b1; 1168a203 1170b23; 10. 117943 

experience (empeiria): 2. 1103416; 
3. 1115b 4; 1116b3, 9; 6. 114. 1b18; 1142a15 
(2x), 16, 193 114.3b11, 14; 8. 1158aI4; 
10. 1180b18; 1181a2, 10, 12, 19 


fear (phobos): 2. 1103b16; 1104.20, 21; 
1104bI1, 3; 1105b22; 1107433; 1107b1; 
1110a4; 111§a7 (2x), 8, 9, 10, 12, 13, 
14,16, 17, 19, 24, 263; 111§b7, 8, II, 14 
(2x), 15, 18, 24, 27, 29, 30, 343 1116a3, 
II, 31; 1116b22; 1117a16, 18, 19, 29, 303 
1119a273 4. 1121b28; 1124b27; 1128b11, 
12, 14; 5. 1135b5; 7. 115 0al; 10. 1178b13; 
1179bI11 

feel affection (stergein): 4. 1126b22, 

23; 114.0a19; 11§6aI5; 11§7 all, 28; 

115 7b; 1161b18, 25; 116 2a12; 1162b30; 
9. 1164.a14; 1166b; 116743; 1168a2, 7, 
223 10. 1179b30; 1180b6 
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flattery (kolakeia): 2. 1108a29; 4. 1121b7; 
112§al, 2; 1127a10; 8. 1159al14, 15; 
10. 1173b32 

fond (agapein): 1. 1094b9, 19; 3. 1118b4; 
1119a19; 4, 1120b13; 7. 11484; 
8. 1156a13; 9. 1165b5; 1167b32, 34; 
1168al, 4, 29; 1168b33; 116943; 
1171b29; 1172a6}; 10. 117§a13; 1180a14; 
1180b 

form (eidos); see also IDEA: 1. 1096aI3; 
1096b10, 20; 5. 1130b31; 1131b24, 
273 113§a14; 6. 114.1b33; 1142430}; 
1144bI5; 7. 1145a16; 114.9a23; 1150432; 
8. 1155bi12, 15; 1156a6, 73 1157430}; 
11§7b1; 115 8b11; 1160a31; 1160b21; 
1161b17; 9. 116745; 1169a4; 10, 1173b28, 
33; 1174.a10, 16, 19, 22, 27, 28, 313 
1174bs5 (2x), 6; 1175a22 (2x), 26 (2x), 
28; 1175b1 (2x); 117648, 9 

fortune: see CHANCE 

friendship, friend, dear ( philia, phi- 
los): 1. 1096a13, 16; 1097b10, 13 (2x); 
1099bI1, §; 1101a22, 23, 30; 1101b6; 
1102b32; 2. 1105b22; 1108a27, 28; 
3. 1112b28; 111§alI; 1118al; 4, 1122a1]; 
112§al; 1126a26; 1126b20, 21, 22, 233 
113046; 7. 114.9429} I1§ 2432; 1154634; 
8. passim; 9. passim; 10, 1172b17; 
1173b32; 1176a303 1177b11; 1179a28, 
333 1180a31; 1181a6 


gentlemanliness, nobility and good- 
ness (kalokagathia); see also NOBLE, 
GOOD: 4. 1124b4; 10. 1179b9, 1099a6 
gentleness (praotés): 1. 11038; 2. 1103b19; 
1108a6, 7; 1109b17; 4. 1125b26, 28, 32, 
33, 345 1126a2, 29; 1126b1; 5. 1129b22 
god (theos); see also DIVINE: 
1. 11096a24; 1099bII, 12, 15; 1101b19, 
23, 303 4. 1122b20; 1123a10; 1123b18; 
5. 1134b28; 1137a28; 6. 1139bI0; 
1141al§; 114§a10; 7. 1145822, 23, 
26; 1148434; 115 4b26; 8. 1158b35; 
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11§9a5, 7; 1160a24; 116245; 1163b16; 
9. 1164.5; 1165a24; 1166422; 

10. 1178b8, 18, 21, 26; 1179a24, 25, 30 
good (agathos): 1. 1094a1, 2, 22; 1094b7, 
17, 28; 109§a15, 17, 25, 263 1095b14, 
25, 273 1096a7, 19, 23, 30; 1096b3, 

4, 6, 9, 13, 19, 21, 25 (2x), 33; 1097AaI, 
35 5s 9, 15, 18, 233 1097b8, 18 (2x), 

19; 1098al6, 20, 24; 1098b13, 15, 193 
109 gal, 6, 17, 22, 31; 1099b6, 27, 31; 
1100aI9, 25; 1100b21; 1101al, 3, 15, 35; 
1101b2, 15, 17, 25, 29, 303 110244, 9, 
14; 1102b5; 2. 1103b4, 6, 9, II, 13, 28; 
1104.b33; 110§a12; 1105b12; 1106a7, 9, 
20, 23; 1106b13, 30; 3. 1111b4; 111242, 8; 
1113a16 (2x), 17, 19, 20, 243 1113b1, 13; 
1114432; 1114b14; 11154273 1117b12, 18; 
4. 123b7, 8, 17, 21, 29, 343 1124aI, 23, 25, 
27, 30; 112§a20, 21, 22, 27; 5. 1129b2, 
3, 5, 6 (2x), 8, 93 113043; 1130b27, 29; 
1131b20 (2x), 233 1132a16; 1134.34; 
1134b4, 5; 1136b22; 11374273 1137b1; 
6. 1140a26; 1140b5, 9, 21; 1141422, 

31; 1141b8, 12; 114247; 1142b20, 22; 
1143431; 1143b22, 23; 114.4a18, 34; 
114.4D1, 7, 31, 114§al} 7. 1145a21, 29, 303 
114.7b303; 1148a30, 31; 1152b3, 8, 9, 11, 
12,19, 25, 26, 333 1153a16, 29, 303 1153b3 
(2x), 18, 20; 1154.42, 3, 4, II, 12 (2x), 
13, 15; 1154333 8. 1155a20, 21 (2x), 22, 
23,24, 25, 29, 31, 32; 115644, 9, 12, 15, 
19; 1156b7, 8, 9 (3x), 12, 13 (2x), 14, 15, 
17, 19, 223 11§7aI, 3, 19, 20, 31 (2x), 32, 
333 1157b3 (2x), 6, 8, 25, 27, 28 (2x), 
31, 33, 34 (2x), 353 1158al, 8, 14, 25, 
26; 1158b36; 1159a7, 8 (2x), II, 12, 24; 
1159b6, 21; 1160b4, 8, 14; 1161a13, 24; 
116245, 28, 36; 1162b12; 1163a27, 333 
1163b6; 9. 1165b13, 15; 116643, 15, 16, 
19, 20, 22, 26; 1166b9; 116749; 1168b3, 
30; 116galI (2x), 21, 29; 1169b5, 9, 10, 
II, 18, 20, 25, 31; 1170aI, 4, 15 (2x), 

20, 21 (2x), 26; 1170b2 (2x), 3, 4, 5, 93 
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1171b14; 10. 1172a28; 1172b9, 14 (2x), 
24, 25; 26, 27, 29; 31, 325 335 34 363 
117385, 7, 12, 14, 16, 29; 1173b32, 333 
1174.49; 1176a18; 1179a2; 1179b4, 20; 
1180aI5; 1180b25 

grasping for more (pleonektés): 
5. 1129432; 1129bI1, 9, 10; 1130aI7, 
20, 26; 1136b22; 11371; 9. 116 7b10; 
1168bi9 

greatness of soul (megalopsychia): 
1. 1100b32; 2. 1107b22, 26; 4. 1123434; 
1123b2, 4, §, 6, 13, 21, 22, 25, 26, 27, 
29; 30, 343 112 44a, 3, §, 13, 21, 24, 283 
1124b3, §, 173 112544, 13, 16, 33, 343 
1125b3 


habit (ethos): 1. 1095b4; 1098b; 
2. 1103a17, 18, 26; 7. 1148b17, 27, 30, 
345 1152a30 (2x); 115.4433; 8. 1156b26; 
11§8aI5; 11614827; 1162a12; 9, 1166b34; 
1167a12; 10. 1179b21, 25, 35; 1180a8; 
I180b5 

happiness (eudaimonia): 1. 1095a18, 
20 (2x); 1095bI5; 1096a2; 1097434; 
1097b4, § (2x), 16, 20, 22; 1098aI9g; 
1098bz21, 23; 1099a25, 30; 1099b3, 8, 
12, 20, 33; 1100a2, 9, 10, 12, 14, 15, 28, 
343; IL00bI, 2, 5, 6, 18; 110147, 9, 12, 14, 
18; 1101b4, 8 (2x), 10, 24, 26; 1102a1, 
§, 7, 15, 173 1102b7; 3. 1111b28; 1117b10; 
4, 1127b18; 5. 1129b18; 6. 1143b19; 
114.445, 6; 7. 1152b6; 1153b11, 14, 15, 16, 
17, 20, 22, 243 1154.42; 1169b3, 9, 19, 22, 
29, 30; 1170a4; 1170b18; 10. 1172424; 
1173a15; 1176a31; 1176b4, 5, 12, 16, 28, 
31; 117742, 6, 8, 10, 12, 17, 233 1177b4, 
14, 24, 26; 1178a8, 21; 1178b7, 9, 23, 
2.4, 28, 29, 30, 32; I179al, 9, 10, 143 
117931, 32 

honor, office (timé); see also OFFICES: 
1. 1094b2; 1095a23; 1095b23, 25 (2x), 
2.7, 28; 1096a16; 1096b18, 23; 1097b2; 
1100a203 1100b15; 1101br1; 1102a1, 
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honor, office (timé) (continued) 
4) 203 2. 1107b22, 26, 27; 3. 1109b35; 
1113b25; 1114.30; 1116alg (2x), 21, 28; 
1117b4; 4. 1120a32; 1120b16; 112145; 
1122b19, 35; 1123b20, 21, 23 (2x), 34, 
353 1124.45, 8, 13, 16, 18, 19, 22, 25, 263 
112.4b7, 23, 253 1125829, 32, 353 1125b7, 
10, II, 19; 1127b12; 5. 1130b2, 31; 
113.4.b7; 6. 1141a20; 1141b3; 7. 1141226; 
1145b20; 114.7b30, 3.4; 1148a26, 30; 
1148b14; 8. 1159a17, 18, 19, 21, 22, 
263; 1160a24; 1161a20; 1163b3, 4, 
6, 7, 9,14, 163 9.1164b4; 1165424, 
27; 116§b12; 1168b16; 1169a20, 29; 
10. 1176b22, 24, 25; 1177b13; 1178al; 
1178b31; 1179a27 

hope (elpis): 1. 110043; 3. 1115b3; 111642, 
4; 111749, 15, 23; 8. 1156430; 1159a20; 
9. 1165a9; 1166a25; 1167a16; 1168a14; 
10. 1173b19 

household (oikia): 1. 1097a20; 5. 113347, 
22, 233 1133b23, 24, 26, 273 7. 115 2b15; 
1160b24; 1162a18; 10. 1175225; 1180b5 

household management (oikonomike): 
1.109449; 1094b3; 5. 1134b17; 
6. 1140b10; 7. 1148b8 


hubris, wanton abuse (hubris, hubrizein): 


3. 1115223 4. 11244293 1125a9; 1129b22; 
7. 1148b30; 114.9232; 1149b20, 21, 
23, 33 


idea; see also FORM: 1. 1096a17, 19, 23, 
30; 1096b16, 20, 26, 323 9. 116745 
ignorance (agnoia, agnoein): 1. 1095425; 
1097a7; 3. I1110aI; 1110b18, 19, 22, 25 
(2x), 26, 27, 28, 31 (2x); I111a2, 7, 8, 
16, 17, 19, 223 1113b24, 30, 31, 33 (2x); 
1114a2 (2x), 9, 123 11144; 11174233 
4. 1125222, 283 5. 1135824, 30, 32 (2x); 
113§b12, 333 1136a6, 7, 8 (2x); 1136b32; 
1137b16; 6. 1141b5§, 19; 114.4.a163 
7. 1145§b27, 29 (2x); 1147b6; 1151b11; 
8. 11§9a33 
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immortality (athanasia): 3. 1111b23; 
10. 1177b33 
indignation (nemesis): 2, 1108235; 1108b3 
induction (epagégé): 1. 1098b3; 
6. 1139b27, 28, 31 
injustice (adikia); see also UNJUST: 
4. 1127a24; 5, 1129a3, 10, 275 1130aI0, 
15, 22 (2x), 32 (2x); 1130b10, 15 (2x), 
17, 193 11341, 6, 9, 14, 18, 31, 325 333 
1134b10, 12; 1135629, 33; 1138834, 35; 
1138b10; 7. 1150a6 
insensibility (anaisthésia): 2. 1104a24; 
1107b8; 1108b21, 22; 1109a4; 
3. I1114.al0; 1119a7 
intellect (nous): 1. 1096a25; 1096b29; 
1097b2; 3. 1110aII; 1112a21, 33; 1115b9; 
4. 1123b 4; 6. 1139a18, 33; 1139b4, 
173 114185, 7, 19; 1141b3; 1142425, 
26; 1143426, 27, 353 1143D1, 5, 7 9, 
10; 114.4b9, 12; 7. 114.9b17; 115045; 
8. 1155a16; 9. 1168b35; 1169a17, 18; 
10. 1173a2; 1176b18; 1177a13, 15, 20, 215 
1177b19g, 303 1178a7, 223 1179223, 273 
1180aI8, 22 
intellectual (dianoétiké): 2. 1103a5, 6,14, 
15; 6. 1139429, 303 1139b5; 9. 1166a17 
involuntary (akén), see also VOLUN- 
TARY: 3. 1109b32, 33, 35; 111048, 
14, 18; 1110b3, §, 12, 18, 21, 22, 30, 
323 I111a2, 17, 19, 22, 24, 28, 30, 32, 
33; 1111b3, 4; 1113b15, 16; 1117b8; 
5, 113143, 6; 1131b26; 1132b31; 1135a17, 
20, 333 1135b2, 4, 73 113645, 16, 18, 
21; 6. 114.4415; 1153b21; 8 1163a2; 
10. 1180a16 
irascibility (orgilotés): 2. 1103b19; 1108a7 
(2x); 4. 1125b29; 1126a13, 19 
irony (eirdneia): 2. 1108a22 (2x); 


4. 1124.b30; 1127a22; 1127b22, 30, 31 


just (dikaios): 1.1094b14; 1095bs5; 
1099aI0, 18, 27; I10Ib14, 26; 
2. 1103b1 (2x), 15; 1105a18 (2x), 19, 


GENERAL INDEX 


20, 29; 1105b4, §, 6, 9, 10; 3. I114.a14; 
1117434; 1118b2; 4. 112.4.a12, 27; 
1124b5; 5. 112945, 9, 25, 33; 1129b11, 
12, 14, 173 1130b9, 17, 21, 303 113 1aI3, 
14, 16, 18 (2x), 25, 293 1131b4, 8, 10, 12, 
16, 24, 27, 32, 333 1132a18 (2x), 21, 22, 
23, 24, 32; 1132b19, 21, 22, 24, 26, 323 
1133629; 113 4.a2 (2x), 16, 24, 25, 26, 29 
(2x), 30, 31; 1134b2 (2x), 3, 8, 16, 17, 18, 
27; 113§a1, 4, 6, 9, 15, 193 1135b5, 28, 323 
1136a3, 26; 1136632, 343 113746, 10, 12, 
13, 17, 18, 26, 325; 1137b3, 4, §, 8 (2x); 
9, 10, 13, 24 (2x), 33, 343 1138a5, 203 
1138b6, 7, 123 6. 1143b22; 114.4412, 14 
(2x); 114.4b5; 7. 1149b22; 8. 1153624, 
27, 28; 1158b29, 30; 1159b26, 27, 31; 
353; 116047, 13; I161all, 21, 2§, 30, 
343 1161b2, 6, 9; 1162a31; 1162b21; 
9. 1164b10, 15; 1165b11; 1167415; 
1167b8, 15 1168b22, 25; 10. 1173420; 
1173b30 (2x); 1177429, 30; 1178aI0, 
30, 31; 1178b10; 1179b5 

justice (dikaiosuné): 2. 1108b7; 
4, 1120420; 11274343 1128b353 
5. 112943, §, 7, 26; 1129b26, 28, 29; 
113044, 9, II, 13, 143 1130b6, 15, 16 (2x), 
19, 30; 1133632; 1134a1, 14; 1134b6; 
1137432; 1138a3; 1138b13; 8. 1155§a24, 
273 115 8b; 10. 1173a18 


kingship (basileia): 3. 1113a8; 7. 1150b14; 
8. 115 9aI; 1160a32, 36 (2x); 1160b3 
(2x), 7,10, II, 24, 27; 1161arI (2x), 12, 
19 (2x); 10. 1180a20 

knowledge (gndsis); see also SCIENCE: 
1. 1094a23; 109546, 9, 14; 109746; 
1102a22; 6, 113 9a1I; 1141634 


lack of ambition (aphilotimia): 
2. 1107b29, 33; 1108al; 4. 1125br0, 12, 
22 (2x) 

lack of self-restraint (akrasia, akratés): 
1. 1095a9; 1102b14; 3. 1111b13; 1114.15; 
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4, 1119b31; 5. 11362323; 1136b2, 6, 8; 
6. 1142b18; 7. 1145a18, 35; 1145b9, 
II, 12, 16 (2x), 18, 19 (2x), 21, 26, 
30, 34; 114626, 18, 19, 28, 29, 33, 345 
1146b3 (2x), 4, 9, 15, 17 (2x), 18, 19, 253 
1147a18, 24; 1147b1, 4, 7, 18, 20, 23, 32, 
33; 1148a2, 10, 13; 114.8b5 (2x), 7, 11, 13, 
323 1149a2, 4, 19, 21, 23, 24; 114.9b2, 18, 
19, 22, 24, 25; 11§0aI3, 31, 33; 1150b6, 
19, 26, 30, 33, 35, 36; 11§1a4, 6, 10, 24, 
30; 1151b16, 18, 22, 25,323 115244, 7, 9, 
10, II, 20, 2§, 27, 28, 29, 343 115.4632; 
9. 1166b8, 34 

law; see CUSTOM 

learning (mathésis, manthanein): 
1.1094b1; 1099b9, 15, 19; 2. 1103432, 
333 3. 1111a31; 1114b10; 1117629; 
6. 1139b26; 1143a12, 17, 183 1143633; 
7. 114.7a21; 11§3a22, 23; 9. 1164425; 
10, 1173br7; 1175a14 

legal currency, money (nomisma); see 
also MONEY: 4. 1119b26; 5. 1133420, 
29; 1133bI11, 16, 21, 22, 26; 9. 1164al; 
1165b12; 10. 1178b15 

legislative art (nomothetiké), legisla- 
tor (nomothetés), skilled legislator 
(nomothetikos): 1.1094b5; 1102a11; 
2. 1103b3, 4; 3. 1109634; 1113b23; 
4. 1128a30; 5. 1129b13; 1130625; 
1134b23; 1136b18; 1137b21, 23 (2x); 
6. 1141b25, 325 8. 115§§a23; 1160a13; 
10. 118046, 25, 33; 1180b24, 29; 
1181a16; 1181b, 13 

leisure (scholé): 8. 1160a27; 10. 1176b17; 
1177b4 (2x), §, 8, 12, 17, 22 

liberality (eleutheriotés): 1. 109 9aI9, 20; 
1103a6; 2. 1107b9, 18, 21, 24; 1108b22, 
32; 3. 1115a20; 1118b4; 4. 1119b22, 
23; 112048, IO, 18, 20, 22, 24, 29, 313 
1120b4, 6, 7, 8, IO, II, 1§, 22, 23, 27, 
28; 112144, 22, 245 1121b3; 1122a13, 
16, 20, 22, 28, 293 1122b10, I, 13; 
1125b3; 1128a18, 20, 26, 32; 1131428; 
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liberality (eleutheriotés) (continued) 
1134827; 1151b7; 8. 1158a21; 1162b27; 
10. 1176b20; 1178a28, 29; 1178b14; 
1179b8 

licentiousness (akolasia): 2. 1103b19; 
1104423; 11047; 1107b6; 1108b21 
(2x); 1109a4, 16, 18; 3. 1114.5, 12 
(2x), 20, 28; 1117b27, 32, 353 1118a4, 
8, Il, 12, 15, 24, 303 1118b1, 7, 24, 28, 
30 (2x); I11g9aI, 12, 21, 31, 33 (2x)3 
4. 1119631; 1121b8, 9; 5. 1130a26, 27, 
30; 7. 1145b16 (2x); 1146b20, 21; 
114.7b28; 114.8a6, 13, 173 1148b12; 
114.945, 20, 22; 1149b30, 31; 1150aI0, 
21, 30, 323 1150b16, 29; 1151420, 24; 
115 1b22, 31; 115244; 1153434 (2x); 
11§4.a10; 1154b15 

like-mindedness (homonoia): 8. 1155a24; 
9. 1166413; 1167422, 24, 26 (2x), 27, 
29; 345 1167b2, 4, 5,9 

longing (orexis, oregein); see also EROTIC 
LOVE, DESIRE: 1. 1094a2I; 109§alo, 
15; 1102b30; 2. 1107b27, 29; 3. 1111430; 
I113aIO, Il, 12; 1116428; 1119a17, 32; 
1119b4, 7, 83 4. 11254223 1125b7, 193 
1127b17; 5. 1138b11; 1139a18, 22, 23, 
2.4, 30, 323 1139b4 (2x), 53 7. 114.964; 
115 4b13; 8. 1157b20; 1159a22; 1159b20; 
1160a18; 1162b12, 14; 9. 11644145 
1166a14; 1166b33; 1168b17; 116945; 
1170a273 10. 1175a16; 1175b30 


magnificence (megaloprepeia): 2. 1107b17 
(2x), 243 4. 1122a18, 27, 28, 29, 343 
1122b2, 6, 10, 12, 14, 17, 18, 27, 33, 343 
112344, 6, II, 14, 16, 17, 193 1125b3 

making (poiésis): 1. 1096b1; 5. 1129423; 
1129b17; 1130b25; 6. 1139a28; 1139b1; 
114042, 4, 6 (2x), 8, 9, 10, 16, 17, 21, 
22; 1140b4, 6; 1141b19, 20; 7. 1147428; 
8. 1158a4; 9. 1168a19; 10. 1174.24; 
117583 

the many, the majority, most people 
(boi polloi): 1. 1095a18, 21; 1095b16, 
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19; 1099aI2; 2. 1105b12; 3. 1113433; 
1118b23, 273 4. 1121b15; 112.4b6, 31; 
1125b16; 6, 114.244; 7. 115 0a12, 133 
11§0b1, 12; 115145; 1152a26; 8. 1159aI2, 
14, 17, 193 9. 1163b26; 1166b2; 
1167b27; 1168b17, 22, 24; 1169b2, 23; 
10. 1172a31; 1172b3; 1176b13; 1179415; 
1179bI0, 33; 1180a4 

mean (mesotés): 2. 1104a26; 1106b12, 27, 
34, 36; 110742, 7, 9,19, 20, 24, 26 (2x), 
333; 1107b5, 9, 17, 22; 110845, 6, 9, 15, 
20, 27, 31; 1108b1, 9, 13; 1109a20, 21; 
3. 1114.27; 1115a6; 1116a10; 1117b25; 
4. 1119b23; 1120b27, 31; 1125b6, 17, 
21, 263 1127a1 4, 16; 1128b5; 5. 1129a4; 
1133632; 6. 1138b23 

merit: see WORTH 

middle term (to meson): 2. 1106a28, 30, 
33, 35; 1106b6, 7, 9, 15, 18, 22, 24, 
26, 28; 110745, 233 1107b30, 32 (2x); 
1108a5, 20, 23, 33, 353 L1O8bI5, 16, 
24, 28, 29, 30, 353 110947, II, 14, 23, 
25 (2x), 30, 34; 1109b6, 13, 24, 26; 
4, 111646; 1119 all; 1121a21; 1121b12; 
1123b14; 1125b19, 25, 27 (2x); 1126b5, 
9, 17, 213 11276, 12, 23, 303 1128a4, 
16, 33; 5. 112945; I131aII, 14 (2x), 16, 
173; 113 1IbI0O, 11; 1132a1§, 17, 19, 22, 23, 
24, 29; 1132b1 (2x), 4, 195 11338203 
1133b30, 33; 11382303 6. 1138b18, 
2.0; 1142b2.4; 7. 1150a23; 1151b25; 
8. 1159b21, 22; 10. 1172433 

moderation (séphrosuné): 1. 1102b27; 
1103a6, 8; 2. 1103b1, 2, 19; 1104aI19, 
25, 34; 1104b6; 1105a18, 19 (2x), 
2.0, 303; 1105b5 (2x), 6, 7, 8, 10 (2x); 
1107422; 1107b5; 1108b20; 1109a3, 
19; 3. 1117b23, 25, 32; 1118a2, 4, 
9, 24; 1118b30, 32; 111g9al1, 20; 
1119b15, 17, 18; 4. 1119b24; 1123b5; 
1125b13; 5. 1129b21; 6. 114.0b11; 
114.4b5; 7. 1145b14, 15; 1146al1 (2x), 
12; 114.7628; 1148a6, 14; 1148b12; 
114.9422; 114.9b30, 31; 115 0al1, 23; 
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11§1a1g; 1151b31, 345 11§2aI; 115 2b15; 114Ib1, 3; 1142a18; 1143b6 (2x), 9; 


11§ 3827, 34, 353 9. 1168b26; 10. 1172b16, 114.4421; 114.4b3, §, 16, 36; 7. 1147422, 
24; 114.7b8; 1148a24, 29; 1148b3, 

15, 18, 29, 31; 114947, 9, 30; 1149b4, 

6, 28, 35; 1150b14; 1151a18; 1152a29, 


25; 11738225 1177431; 1178a33; 1178b15; 


1179al12; 1179b33 
modesty: see SENSE OF SHAME 


monarchy (monarchia): 3. 1115232; 
8. 1160bI1, 11 
money (chrémata): 1. 1096a5; 1107b9, 


16; 3. 1112b4, 253 111§a21; 1118 al; 

4, 1119b23, 25, 26, 28, 29; 112047, 8, 
30, 32; 1120b16, 19; 112144, §; 1121b15; 
1122aI9, 21; 1125b6; 1127a9 (2x); 

5. 1130a19; 1130b2, 31; 7. 1147633; 
1148a25; 115§3a18; 8. 116044, 16, 173 
1163b8, 10, II, 13; 9. 1168a22; 1168b16; 
1169a20, 26, 28; 10. 1178a29 


moral (éthiké): 1. 1103a5, 7; 2. 1103aI5, 


17, 19; 1104b9; 1106b16; 1109a20; 

5. 1138b14; 6. 1139a2, 22, 34; 114.447; 
114.4b15, 32; 7. 1152b5; 8. 1162b23, 31; 
10. 1178aI8, 19, 25 


mortal; see DEATH 
motion (kinésis, kinein): 1. 110129; 


1102b9, 19; 2. 1106a5, 6; 3. I110aI15; 
I112a23; 4, 112§a12; 1128alII, 12; 

5. 1134b25, 27, 29; 6. 1139431, 363 
114.345; 7. 1147353 115 2b28; 115 4.413; 
11§4b27 (2x), 28; 10. 1173429, 30, 31; 
1174aI19 (2x), 28, 30; 1174b3, 8, 10, 13 


nature ( phusis or physis): 1.10946; 
1094b16, 25; 1096a21; 1097bI1, 30; 
1098b5; 1099a12, 13, 28; 1099b21, 

22, 28; 1100b27; 1101b17; 1102430; 
1102b12, 13, 173 2. 1103a19, 20 (2x), 23, 
24 (2x), 25, 26; 1104412; 1104b18, 19, 
2.0; 1106a9, 10, 26; 1106b15; 1109a13, 
15; 1109b3; 3. 1110425; 1112425, 31, 323 
1113421; 1114424, 26; 1114b6, 8 (2x), 
II, 14, 16, 18; 111744; 1118b9, 13, 15, 

18, 19; 1119a24; 5. 1133430; 1134415; 
1134b14, 18, 19, 25, 29, 30 (2x), 31, 333 
113§a4, §, 103 11358333 113§b21; 113648; 
1137b18, 26; 6. 1139aI03 1140aI5; 


30, 31, 333 115 2b13, 27, 34, 36; 1153aI, 

3, 55 12,143 1153b29, 323 1154.32; 
115.4b6, 7, 11, 16, 20 (2x), 22, 23 (2x), 
25, 30; 8. 1155a16; 1155b2, 8; 1157b16; 
115 8a13; 1160a7; 1161a18; 1162a17 (2x); 
1163b24; 9. 1167b29; 1168a8; 1169b19, 
203 1170aI, 13, 14 (2x), 20 (2x); 
1170b1, 15; 1171b7; 10. 117345; 1173b8, 
9; 117§a3, 23; 117§b32; 1177a1 4; 117845; 
1178b3.4; 1179b11; 1179b20, 21; 1180483 
1180b7 


noble, beautiful (kalos, kallos): 


1. 109442; 1094bI0, 14, 28; 1095b4, 
§; 1098aI5, 23; 1098b2, 6, 16; 1099a4, 
6, 13, 18, 22, 23, 24, 27, 32; 1099b3, 
22,24, 32; 1100b20, 27, 30; Ilo1a2, 
§, 13; 1101b28, 32; 2. 1104b11, 31; 
I10§al; 1109a30; 3. 1110a5, 21, 233 
1110bg, 12, 15; 1111424, 283 1112b17; 
111343]; 1113b9, 10, 12, 25; 11147, 

8, 9, II; I11§al2, 30, 31, 343 I115b5, 

12, 21, 23; 1116all, 15, 28; 1116b3, 

31; 1117a8, 17; 1117b9, 14; 1119a18; 
I119b16; 4. 1120a12, 14, 23, 24 (2x), 
28, 30; 1120b1, 4; 1121a1; 1121b1, 4, 
10; 1122b6, 8, 16; 112348, 14, 25, 29; 
1123b19; 112§aII, 26; 1125b11, 12; 
1126b29, 32; 112745, 293 5. 1135b25; 
1136b22; 6. 114.0a26; 1143aI5, 163 
1143b22; 114.4412, 263; 114.4b21; 

7. 1148a23, 29; 1151b21, 223 11§3a13; 
115449; 8. 1155aI5, 29, 303 1155bs5; 

115 8a31; 1159a9; 1159b16; 1162b35, 36; 
1163a21; 9. 1164420; 1164629; 116524, 
23; 1167420}; 1168alI0, II, 16, 17, 33, 
345 1168b27, 29; 116946, 7, 9 (2x), 

12, 22, 23, 24, 26, 28, 30, 32, 33, 353 
1169b12; 1170a10; 1170b27; 1171425; 
1171b16, 22, 25; 10. 1172434; 117346, 
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noble, beautiful (kalos, kallos) (continued) 


31; 1173b29; 1174b10, 15; 1175b29; 
1176a17; 1176b8; 1177415; 1178b3, 
13, 17; 117945, 10, II, 29; 1179b9, 15, 
25, 303 118045, 7, 10, 15; 1180b16, 26; 


1181a4; 1181b8, 10, 16, 20 


obsequious (areskos): 2. 1108428; 
4, 1126b12; 112748; 9. 1171a17, 18 

offices (archai); see also HONOR: 
5, 1130al; 8. 115526; 1160b14; 
9. 1167431; 1169a29 

oligarchy (oligarchia): 5. 1131428; 
8. 1160bI2, 35; 1161a3 

opinion, reputation (doxa): 1. 1095229; 
1096aI7; 1098b17; 1101a24; 3. 1111b11, 
31 (2x); I112aI, 7, 11; 4. 1124b28; 
112§a2.43 1127b12, 16, 17; 1128b24; 
1136b22; 6. 1139b17; 114.0627; 114248, 
33; 1142b7, 9, Il, 12, 133 1143a2, 145 
1143b13; 7. 1145635, 363; 1146a16, 18; 
1146b29; 1147425; 114.7b1, 3, 9; 1151b3, 
5,173 8. 1159a23; 1171b25; 10. 1173613; 
1179al7 
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11§3a28, 31, 323 1153b1; 115444, §, II, 
19, 20, 27, 28; 115 4b6, 8, 14, 15, 24, 333 
8. 1157b16, 17; 1158a23, 25; 9. 1165b28; 
1166a27, 28; 1166b20, 22, 23; 1170alI1, 
23, 25; 1171430, 333 117Ib2, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8 
(2 x); 10. 1172421, 25; 1172b19; 1173873 
1173b7 (2x), 13, 14, 15, 16; 117444, II} 
1175b17, 18, 19, 21, 23; 1176al1 (2x); 
1179b14, 35; 1180aI2, 13 


parsimony (mikroprepeia): 2. 1107b20; 


4, 11224303 1122b8; 1123a27 


passions (patheé): 1.109544, 8; 2. 1104b14 


(2x); 1105a3; 1105b20, 21, 24, 26, 
28, 30, 31; 1106a4, 11; 1106b16, 2.4; 
110744, 9; 1108a31 (2x); 1108b18; 
1109a23; 3. 1109b303 1111b1; 1117493 
4. 1125b30, 34; 1126b23; 1128b11, 15, 
16, 173 5. 1134.21; 1135b21; 1136a8; 
7. 1145b5, 13, 29, 303 114.7a14, 193 
114.7b8, 11, 16; 1148b6; 114.944; 
11§0a30; 1150b21 (2x), 245 1151a2, 
2.0, 22, 273 115 1b9; 8. 1155br0; 
11§6a32} 1156b2; 1157b29, 32; 

9. 1165a13; 1168b20; 116945, 14; 


opportune moment (kairos): 1. 1096a26, 10, 1172434; 1173b9; 1178a13, 15, 
20; 1179b13, 27, 29 


the people (démos): 3. 111349; 9. 1167435 


32; 2. 1104a8; 1108b7; 3. r110a14 
origin: see PRINCIPLE 
perception, sense perception (aisthésis): 


pain (algédén; lupé): 1. 1100b29; 1. 1098a2; 1098b4; 1100a20; 


2.1104b4, 8 (2x), 9, 10, 12, I§, 16, 21, 
28, 323 110545, 7, 11, 143 1105623, 25; 
1106b20; 1107b4, 5; 1108b2, 3, 5, 63 
1109b4; 3. 1110a21, 323 1110b12, 19, 

21; I111a20, 32; 1111br7 (2x); 1113b2, 
283 I116al, 13, 32; 1116b32, 34; 111746, 
32, 33, 343 I117b5, 8, 11, 13, 26; 1118aI; 
1118b29, 31, 32, 333 111943, 4; §, 14, 22, 
23, 29 (2x); 4. 1120a26, 27 (2x), 293 
1121a2, 3, 6, 93 1126a6, 22; 1126b1, 15, 
28, 31, 33, 353 112743, 6, 18; 112847, 26; 
6. 114.0b14, 17; 7. 1146a21; 1146b11; 
114.7b22; 1148a7, 15, 19, 22; 1149b20, 
21; 1150a9, 14, 18, 24, 26; 1150b4, 7, 
25; 1151b14, 153 115 2b], §, 16, 32, 363 


2. 1103a28, 29; 1109b22, 23; 3. 1113aI; 
I118aI7, 19, 21; 4. 1126a6; 1126b4; 

6. 1139a18, 19, 20; 1142a27, 28, 305 
1143b5; 7. 114.7426; 1147b10, 173 
1149al0, 35; 1150b23; 1152b13; 1153a13, 
15; 8. 1161b26; 9, 1170416, 17, 19, 29, 
31, (2x), 32 (2x), 333 1170bI1, 3, 4, 9, 10 
(2x); 1171b4, 30, 33, 345 10. 1172436; 
1173b17; 1174.b14 (2x), 16, 20, 24, 25, 
26, 29, 30 (2x), 345 11754273 1175b3.4; 
1179al6 


philosophy ( philosophia): 1. 1096a15; 


1096b31; 1098b18; 2. 1105b13, 
18; 7.115 2b2; 9. 1164.3; 117245; 
10. 1177425; 1181b15 
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pious (hosion): 1. 1096a16 27; 1177b21; 1178a6; 1179434; 1179b13, 


play (paidia): 2. 1108a13, 2.4; 4. 1127b34; 15, 33; 1180alII, 14 


1128aI0, 14, 20 (2x); 1128b4, 8; 
7. 1150b17; 10. 1176b9, 28, 29, 30, 32, 
33,34; 117743, 4 


pleasure (hédoné): 1. 1095223; 1095b16; 


1096b18, 24; 1097b2; 1098b25 (2x); 
1099a7, 8 (2x), 12, , 13, 14, 15, 16, 

21, 24, 28; 1101b28; 2. 1104423, 34; 
1104b4, 6, 9, 10, 15, 16, 21, 27, 343 
110§al, §, 8, II, 133 1105b23; 1106b19; 
1107b4, 7; 1108aI3, 23, 26, 27, 303 
1108b2; 1109a15; 1109b4, 8 (2x), 10; 
1110b9, 12, 13, 153 1111433; 1111b17, 

18; 1113a31, 3.43 I113bI; 111746, 35; 
I117b1, 3, 6, 15, 25, 28, 323 1118aI7, 

23, 333 1118b5, 14 (2x), 21, 27, 31; 32; 
33; IlI19al, §, 6, 12, 16, 17, 19, 22,24; 
1119b6, 8; 4. 1120a26, 27; 1120b30; 
1121a3, 8; 1121b7, 10; 1122b7; 1124473 
112.4b15 (2x); 1126b13, 30 (2x), 

32; 112743, §, 7 (2x), 18; 1128428; 
1128b7 (2x); 5. 1130b4; 6. 114.0br4, 
17; 7. 11456353 114.6a32; 1146b11, 23; 
1147433; 1147b22, 24, 31; 1148a7, 22, 
24; 1148bI5; 114.9a15, 35; 114.9b21, 

2.6; 11§0a9, 13, 16, 19, 26; 1150b7, 25; 
11§1aI3, 233 1151b12, 14, 19, 21, 353 
11§2a2, 3, 4; 1152b1-1154b32: passim; 
8. 1155b20, 21, 23; 1156a12, 13, 15 (2x), 
16, 19, 20, 25, 28, 30, 32, 34; 1156b1, 2, 
15, 16, 20, 23; 11§7aI (2x), §, 7, 9, 12, 16, 
28, 33, 353 1157b2, 15, 16, 17, 22, 27, 363 
115 8al6, 18, 25, 29, 30, 31, 333 1158b3, 
7; 1159bI0, 11; 1160aI9, 25; 116248, 25; 
1162b1, 13; 9. 1164.47, 17 (2x); 116 4b11; 
1165b2, 5; 1166a24, 26, 27, 28; 1166b9, 
21, 22, 24; 1167a4, 13; 1168a13, 14, 173 
1168b17; 1169a22; 1169b25, 26, 27, 32, 
333 1170aI (2x), 4, 7, 10, 15, 20, 22, 
26; 1170b1, 3, 4, §, 10, 15, 28; 1171a28, 
32; 1171bI, 4, 13,14, 23, 26; 1172a15; 
10. 1172a19-1176a28: passim; 117643]; 
1176b9, 15, 20, 25; 117747, 23 (2x), 25, 


political art (politiké): 1. 1094427; 
1094b15; 1095a2, 16; 1099b29; 
1102aI2, 21; 3. 110§aI2; 5. 1130b28; 

6. 114.1420, 29; 114.1b23, 26, 32; 
1145aI0; 10. 1180b31 (2x); 1181all, 23 
politician (politikos): 1. 110248, 18; 
3. 1112b1 4; 6. 114.0b11; 114242; 
10. 1177b12; 1178a27; 1180b30; 
1181a§, II 
polity (politeia); see also REGIME: 
8. 1160a34; 1160b21 

pray (euchesthai): 3. 1118432; 5. 1129b4, § 

principle, source, beginning, ori- 
gin (arché): 1. 1095§a31, 32, 33 (2x)} 
1095b6, 8; 1098b2, 3 (2x); 1099b29; 
1102a2, 3, 13; 2. 1104a2; 3. 1110al, 
15,17; 1110b4, 163; 1111423; 1112b28, 
32; 111346, 8; 1114.a20; 1114bb31, 33; 
1116b21; 4. 1122b1; 5. 113145; 1132b14; 
1134b20; 6. 1139a7; 1139b1, §, 14, 28, 
30, 343 1140a3 4; 114 0b16, 18, 20, 32, 
34; 1141a8, 17, 18; 1142a19; 1143b4, 10; 
114.4413, 32, 353 7. 114§a15; 1146b14; 
114.9b27; 1150a5 (2x); 1151aI5, 16, 
18, 19, 263 8. 1159b25; 1162434; 
1163a3; 1165b6; 116743; 1170b28, 32; 
10. 1174.a14; 1178ar8; 1181b23 

prodigality (asdtia): 2. 1107br0, 12; 


1108b22, 23, 323 4. 1119b27, 30, 32, 3.43 
1120aI, 3; 1120b25 (2x); 112148, 11, 13, 
16, 18, 28, 30; 1121b10, 15; 1122a15, 163 
7.115§1b7 


prophet (mantis): 1. 1095b26; 4. 1127b20; 


6. 114.4b24 


prudence ( phronésis): 1. 1095b28; 


1096b17, 24; 1098b24; 110346; 

2. 110741; 6. 1139b16; 1140a24, 25 
(2x), 29, 31; 114 0b2, 8, 12, 20, 22, 
23, 28, 29, 3§; 1141a§, 7, 21, 24, 
26, 273 1141b4, 8, 9, 14, 21, 23, 25, 
30, 31; 1142aI, 3, 8, 13, 14, 23, 303 
114.2b31, 33; 114.347, 8, (2x), 11, 15, 
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prudence (phronésis) (continued) 
2.6, 28, 30, 333 1143b12, 15, 20, 28; 
114.447, 8, 12, 27, 28, 36; 114.4b2, 
1§, 17, 18, 19, 20, 24, 25, 28, 31, 32; 
114§a2, 5; 7. 1145b17, 18; 114644, 6 
(2x), 83 114.9b17; 115246, 7, 9, II, 125 
115 2bI5, 163 11§3a2I1, 27, 32; 9. 1166a19; 
10. 1172b303 117343; 1178a16, 17 (2x), 
19; 1180a22; 1180b28 


quarrelsome (duseris): 2. 11084303 
4. 1126b16; 1127aI1 


reckless (thrasutés): 2. 1104.22; 1107b3; 
1108b19, 20, 25 (2x), 31; 1109a2, 93 
3. 1115b29 (2x), 32, 333 1116a5, 73 
7.1151b7 

regime ( politeia): 2. 1103b6 (2x); 
3. 111348; 5. 1130b32; 1135443 
6. 1142a10; 8. 1160431, 32; 1160b20, 
21; 1161a10; 1163bs5; 10. 1181b7, 14, 17, 
19, 21 

ruler (archén): 3. 1116230}; 5. 1130a2, 53 
1132b29; 1134b1; 1138b12; 8. 1158b13, 15; 
9. 116 0b13; 1161a 8, 33 


science (epistémé); see also 
KNOWLEDGE: 1.109447, 18, 26, 
28; 1094b4; 1096a30, 31; 109744; 
1100b14; 2. 1106bs5, 8; 3. 1112b1, 
7; 4. 1116bs5; 1122434; 5. 1129aI3; 
6. 1138b27; 1139a12; 1139b16, 18, 20, 
23, 25 (2x), 31, 34, 35 (2x); 11404333 
1140b2 (2x), 31, 33 (2x), 343 114145, 
7,16, 19 (2x); 1141b3; 1142a24, 27, 33, 
34; 1142b9, 10; 1143aI, 3, 133 114.4629; 
7.1145b22, 23, 32, 34, 36; 1146b24, 
28, 29, 30, 31, 325 333 114782, 10, 193 
114.76, II, 13, 15; 1153b8; 10. 1180b15, 
17, 23, 32; 1181b6 

self-restraint (enkrateia): 1. 1102b14, 27; 
3, 1111b14; 4. 1128b34; 7. 1145§aI8, 363 
1145b8, 10, 13, 14; 1146aI0, 11 (2x), 
14, 17; 1146b3, 10, 12, 15, 18; 114.7622; 
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1148a14; 1148b11; 114.9a21; 114.9b25; 
11§0al 4, 33, 34; 363 1150b6; 1151429; 
115 1b7, 10, 16, 24, 27, 28, 33, 343 
11§ 2425, 343 115 4b32; 9. 1168b34 

self-sufficiency (autarkeia): 1.1097b7, 
8 (2x), 14, 203 3. 1112b1; 4 1125a12; 
5. 11344273; 8. 1160b4; 9. 1169bs5 (2x); 
10. 1176b5; 11774273 11771, 21; 
1178b343 117943; 1179b4 

sense perception: see PERCEPTION 

sense of shame, modesty (aidés); see 
also SHAME: 2. 1108a32 (2x), 34, 353 
3. I11§a14; 1116228, 31; 4. 1128bI0, 17, 
18, 19, 28, 29; 10. 1179b11 

serious (spoudaios): 1. 1098a9, 10, 
12, 14; 1098b5; 1099a23; 1100b27; 
I101b18; 1102b8; 3. 1105b14, 303 
1106aI7, 20; 1109a24; I113a25, 29, 
32; 1114b19; 4 1119b30; 112342; 
112426}; 112§a10, 15; 5. 1130b5; 1136b8; 
1137b4, §, 103 6 1139a25; 114.0a293 
114 1a2I; 1143b29; 114.4a17; 7. 1145b8; 
1146aI§, 193 1148a23, 30, 325 1151427; 
1151b28; 115248, 21; 1152b20; 1154.46, 
313 115 4b2; 8. 1155224; 1158a33; 
1163a343 9. 1164b25; 116546; 1166a13, 
19; 1168b18, 25; 116947, 18, 31; 353 
1169b13, 32, 35; 1170a8 (2x), 13, 14, 153 
1170b6, 19, 293 10. 1174.44; 1174b23, 
25; 1175b27; 1176a16; 1176b8, 19, 
25, 275 32, 333 1177a2, 3, $3 1177b193 
1180a3§ 

shame, shameful, or ugly (aischros); 
see also SENSE OF SHAME: 
1.1099b4; 2. 1104.b32; 1107410; 
1108a35; 3. 111045, 21, 22, 33;1110b15; 
I111a28}; 1113b10, LI, 12; 1114.a2 4; 
I11§al3, 143 1116a12, 29, 32; 1116b19, 
223 I117al17; 1117b9;3 1119b4; 
4. 1120a13, 15; 1121b24, 26; 1122a2, 
8, 12; 1123632; 112.4b10; 1127b5; 
I128b13, 20, 21, 22, 23, 25, 26, 27; 30, 
31, 333 7.114.9a24; 114.9b2, 18, 243 
1150a28; 1151b22; 1152b21; 8. 1159b16; 
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10. 1173b29; 1174.43; 1175b29; 1176a23; 
1179b12, 31 

smallness of soul (mikropsychia): 
2. 1107b23; 4. 1123b10, 2.4; 1125§aI7, 
19, 33 

Sophists (sophistai): 6. 1146a21; 
9. 1164431; 10. 1180b35; 1181a12 

soul (psuché or psyché): 1. 1096b29; 
1098a7, 13, 16; 1098b14 (2x), 16 
(2x), 19; 1099a8; 1099b26; 1101b34; 
1102a5, 17 (2x), 19, 23, 34; 1102b8, 
13, 15, 20, 22, 23; 2. 1104b19; 1105b17, 
2.0; 3. 1114422; 1117b28; 5. 1132a22; 
1138b9; 6. 1138b32, 35; 1139a2, 4, 
9, 173 1139b15; 114.0b25; 1143b16; 
114449, 30; 7. 1147a28; 8. 1161235; 
9. 1166a14; 1166b19; 1167b35; 1168b7, 
21; 10. 1179b25 

source: see PRINCIPLE 

speech, account, ratio, argument, 
definition (logos); see also COR- 
RECT REASON: 1. 1094b13; 1095a2, 
10, 30, 31; 1096a9; 1096bI1, 8, 9, 21, 
24; 109744, 24; 1098a3, 4, 7, 8,143 
1098b10, 20, 31; 1099b25; 1100a23; 
I1OObDII; 1101aI7; 1102a27, 28, 30; 
1102b14, 15 (2x), 17, 18, 24, 25, 26, 28, 
30, 32, 33; 1103al, 2; 2. 1103b32, 333 
1104al, 3, §, 6, 113 110423; 1105b13; 
I107al, 6, 30; 1108aII; 1109b21; 
3. 1112a16; 111429; 1123b22; 1115br2, 
19; I117a8, 21; 1119a20; I119b11, 15, 16, 
18; 4. 1125b35; 1126b3,11; 1127420, 24; 
1127b2; 1128b5; 5. 1131a13, 31; 1131b4, 
21, 303 1136a13; 1137b2; 1138aI0; 
1138b8, 9; 6. 1138b20, 22, 25, 29, 3.43 
113924, 5, 6, 15, 24, 325 114043, 4 (2x), 
7, 8, 10, 21, 22; 114 0b§, 20, 26, 28, 33; 
1142426; 1142b3, 12; 1143b1; 114.4433; 
114.4.b23, 26, 27 (2x), 28, 29, 30, 323 
7.1145b14, 25, 27; 1146a22, 27 (2x); 
1146b25; 1147a18, 21; 114.7b1, 3, 7, 313 
1148al, 29; 114.9a26, 32, 35; 114.9b1, 
3 (2x); 1150b283 11§1aI, 12, 17, 21,23, 


[337 


29, 31, 32, 343 1151b24, 26, 35; 115243, 
13 (2x); 9. 1165a13; 116 7b19; 1168435; 
1168b12; 1169al, §; 1170b12; 1171b3; 
10. 1172a35; 1172b4, 15, 26, 28; 1175b4, 
6; 1176a33; 1179a17, 22; 1179b4, 16, 
18, 23, 27, 29; 118045, II, 21; 1180b5; 
1181a4, II 

spirit, spiritedness (thumos): 2. 110548; 
3. 1111a2§, 28, 34; 1111b2,11, 13, 18 (2x); 
1116b23, 24, 26 (2x), 27, 28, 30, 31, 3.43 
111744; 1126a21; 5. 113§b21, 26 (2x); 
7. 114§b203 1147a15; 114.7b34; 114.8b13, 
14; 114.9a3, 25, 26, 30; 1149bI, 2, 6,14 
(2x), 19, 23, 24 

steadfastness (karteria): 7. 1145436; 
1145b8, 15; 1146b12; 1147b22; 1150a14, 
33, 343 1150b1; 1152434 

stinginess (aneleutheria): 2. 1107b10, 13; 
1108b22, 233 4. 1119b27, 28; 1121all, 14, 
20, 28, 32; 1121b13, 14, 17, 33; 112245, 8, 
13,14; 5. 1130aI19 

surliness (duskolia): 2. 1108a30; 
4. 1126b16; 1127a10; 8. 1158a2 


tact (epidexia): 4. 1128a17 (2x), 333 
9. 1171b3 

target (skopos): 1. 1094424; 2. 1106b32; 
3. 1119 b16; 6. 1138b22; 114.448, 25, 26 

timocracy (timokratia): 8. 1160a34, 36; 
1160b17, 18; 1161a3, 28 

“truthfulness” (alétheia): 2. 1108a20 
(2x); 4. 1124b30; 1127424, 30, 32, 333 
1127b2, 4 (2x) 

tyranny (turannis): 3. 111045; 4. 1120b25; 
112245; 5. 1134.b1, 8; 8. 1160b1, 2, 7, 
10, 11 (2x), 28, 29; 1161a32; 1161b9; 
10. 1176b13 


“unirascibility” (aorgésia): 2. 1108a8 (2 x); 
4. 1126a3 
universal, general (kathalou): 1. 1096arz1, 
28; 1101a27; 2. 110445; 1107a28, 30; 
3. 1110632; 4. 1126628; 5. 113 4.a16; 
113§a6, 8; 1137b13, 14, 15, 20, 21, 27, 
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universal, general (kathalou) (continued ) 


29 (2x); 6. 1140b31; 1141bI5, 1142421, 
11435; 7. 114743, 4, 25, 315 1147b4, 13, 
14; 9. 116§a3; 10. 1180b8, 14, 21 

unjust (adikos); see also INJUSTICE: 

2. 1103b15; 3. 1110b29; 1114.45, II, 13 
(2x), 14, 193 4. 1122a7; 5. 1129al0, 26, 
31, 32; 1129b1, 2, 6, 11; 1130423, 273 

113 0b8, 13, 18, 21; 1131a10 (2x), 133 
I13Z1b II, 17, 31, 333 11326; 1133b29; 
1134.47, 16, 17, 18, 21, 323 1134.13; 
113§a9 (2x), II, 16, 19, 22; 1135b2, 8, 23, 
25; 1136a2, 24, 27 (2x), 28; 1136bs5, 27, 
31, 33 (2x); 1137aI, 3, 103 1138a14, 16, 
20; 7.1149b13, 18, 22; 1150a7; 115§1al0; 
11§2aI7; 8. 1160a3 


useful (chrésimon, chrésis, chreia): 


1. 109647, 26; 1098a30, 32; 1099b28; 
3. 1109b3. 4; 1112b29; 4. 112044, §, 

8; 5. 1129b31; 1130b20; 6. 1143b18, 
29; 8. 1155b19 (2x); 1156al, 21 (2x); 
11§7a23 1157b2; 115 8al6, 21, 29, 30, 
333 1159b10; 1162a8, 24; 1162b1, 16; 
9. 1164.73 1165233; 1165b2; 1167413; 
11676333 1168a17, 18; 1169b23; 
1170b23; 1171a25; 10. 1172b5; 

I181b9 


vanity (chaunotés): 2. 1107b23; 4. 1123b9 


(2x), 25; 1125§a18, 27, 33 


vice (kakia): 2. 1104.b28; 1105b29, 31; 


1106al, §; 1106633; 1107a2; 1108a7; 
1108b11; 1109a2I; 3. 1112a103 1113b7; 
1114.a22, 28, 30; 1114.13, 19, 24; 
I11§a18; 4. 1119b33; 1122a17; 1123a32; 
5. 1130a10 (2x); 1130b203 1135b18; 
1138a32, 33, 343 6. 114.0b19; 7. 1145a16, 
25, 27, 32, 343 114843; 1148b9; 1149al; 
114.9b20; 115 0al; 1150635, 36; 1151453 
1152b5; 8. 1158b3.4; 1160b12; 9. 117049 


virtue (areté): 1. 1095b29, 30, 33; 


1096a25; 1097b2; 1098all, 15, 17 (1x); 
1098b24, 30 (2x); 1099alI (2x), 14, 
21; 1099b8, 15, 16, 19, 26; 110044; 
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110 0bI0, 13, 20; 1101ar4; 1101b15, 32; 
1102a6 (2x), 14, 16; 1102b3, 12; 110344, 
9; 2. 1103a14, 19, 24, 313 1103b7, 14, 27, 
3.43 1104a19, 33; 1104b9, 13, 15, 24, 273 
110§aQ, II, 13, 27, 293 1105b2, 19, 21, 29, 
30; 1106al, 3, §, II, 12, 15 (2x), 17, 19 
(2x), 22; 1106bI4, 23, 24, 27, 28, 34, 
36; 110745, 73 1108a32; 1108b10, 12; 
1109a2.03 3. 1109b30, 333 1111b6; 1113b5, 
6; 111413, 19, 22, 26; 1115b13; 1116428; 
I117b10, 15, 243 4. 112046, 7, II, 22, 23, 
27; 1120b31; 112143; 1122a19; 1122b7, 
15, 18, 293 1123b30, 35; 1124.42, 7, 26, 
28, 30; 1124.b4; 1125b1, 24; 1127a16; 
1127b1; 1128b10, 31, 343 5. 1129b16, 

23, 26, 28, 30 (2x), 31, 32, 343 113044, 
7,9 (2x), 11, 13, 143 1130b7, 19, 23 

(2x), 253 1131429; 1133b33; 113846; 
1138b1 4; 6. 1138b35; 1139a16, 17, 223 
1139b13; 114.0b22, 24 (2x), 26; I141a12; 
1143b16, 25; 114.442, §, 7; 8, 10, 20, 22, 
30; 114. 4b1, 2, 3, 14,16, 18, 20, 22, 25, 
27, 29, 32, 34, 36; 114544, §; 7. 1145a18, 
19, 23, 26, (2x); 1145b1; 1146a9, 28; 
I1§1a1§, 18; 1152b5; 8. 115524 (2x); 
1156b7, 12; 1157b53 1158a30, 353; 1158b7, 
18, 333 1159235; 115§9b3; 1161a2, 23; 
1162425, 26; 1162b7, 8; 1163a21, 233 
116363, 143 9. 11641, 2; 11654333 
1165b243 1166a12; 1167a19; 1168b27; 
1169al1; 1169b12; 117049, 12; I171a19; 
10. 1172a22, 24; 1172b15; 1173a18, 203 
1174.46; 1176a18, 30; 1176b7, 18, 27; 
1177a2, 10, 12, 17, 243 1177b6, 29; 
1178a9Q, II, 16, 17, 18, 20, 33, 353 1178b6; 
11796, 9, 333 1179b2, 9, 20, 30, 325 
1180a7, 32 


voluntary (bekdn); see also INVOLUN- 


TARY: 3. 1109b31, 32; I1110a8, 10, 12, 
14, 15, 18; 1110b5, 6, 7, 18, 203 I111a22, 
26, 27, 28; 1111b4, 7, 8 (2x), 10; 1112a14 
(2x); 1113b5, 14, 16, 21, 273 1114413, 

1§, 21, 22; 111413, 18, 19, 20, 22, 24, 


29, 30; 111§a3; 1119a21, 25, 28, 32; 4. 


GENERAL INDEX 


1128b28 (2x); 5. 1131a2, 3, 4, §; 1131b26; 
1132b13, 19, 303 113§aI7, 20, 21, 22, 28; 
113§b1, 93 113644, 14 (4x), 15, 16, 17, 21, 
22, 23, 31; 32, 33 (2x); 1136b2 (2x), 4, 
5, 6, 13, 19, 27; 1138a8, 9, 10, 12 (2x), 
20, 23, 28, 34; 6. 114.0b23; 7. 1146a7; 
11§2a15$; 1153b21; 8. 1163a2; 9. 1164b15; 
1169alI; 10. 1180a17 

vulgarity (apeirokalia): 2. 1107b19; 


4. 1122a31 


war (polemos): 1. 1094a12; 1096a32; 
3. 1115a20, 30, 35; 1116b6, 7; 1117b14; 
4. 1119b2.4; 7. 114.9434; 8. 1160aI7; 
10. 1177bs5, 7, 8, 9, 10, II, 17 

way of conducting one’s life (diagdgé): 
4. 1127b34; 10. 1171b13; 1176b12, 14; 
117749, 27 

wicked, wickedness (ponéros, ponéria): 
3. 1113b15; 4. 1122a6; 5. 1130a21; 
1135b2 4; 1138a16, 173 7. 1150b35; 
11§2a16, 17, 24 (2x); 1154.b29, 30; 
8. 1155b; 9. 116 5a10; 1165b15; 1167626 

wisdom (sophia): 1. 1095a21; 1098b24; 
11035, 7; 93 1127b20; 1137aI0; 
1139b173 1141a2 (2x), §, 7, 9, 10, 12, 
13,14, 15, 16,17, 19, 24, 29, 30, 313 
1141b2, 4; 1142a13, 17; 1143b6, 15, 19, 
34; 114445; 1145a7; 11§9a2; 1165a26; 
1177424, 29, 32, 333 1179aI7, 30, 32 

wish (boulésis): 1. 1094a19; 1100b1; 
1102a9; 2. 1103b4; 3. 1110b30; 1111aI10, 
143 I111bI1, 19, 22, 23, 26, 27, 283 
1113aI§, 17, 18 (2x), 19, 20, 21, 24; 
1113b3; 111 4.aIJ, 14; 1115b31; 4. 1120b2; 
1121432; 1121b23; 1122a12; 112.4.a19; 
1124b14; 1125431; 1125633; 5. 112947, 
9, 10; 1132a21; 1136b5, 6, 7 (2x), 243 
6. 1143b32; 7. 1146a23, 25; 1152423; 
8. 1155b29 (2x), 30, 31, 323 115644, 
9; 1156b5, 8, 9, 30, 313 1157b31, 36; 
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1158a7, 233 115 8b2; 1159a6, 9, II, 12, 13; 
I160b18; 1161a28; 1162b35; 1163b26; 
9. 1164.a18; 1164b17; 1166a3, 4,14, 
18, 20, 24; 1166b8, 24; 116748, 15, 333 
1167b7, 8, 12, 15, 21, 23, 31; 1168b2 
(2x); 1171a24; 117243, 6; 10. 1178a30, 
31; 1180a28; 1180b20, 23 

wittiness (eutrapeleia): 2. 1108a24 (2x); 
4. 1128aI10, 15, 33; 8. 1156a13; 115746; 
1158a31; 10. 1176b14 

work, deed, task, product (ergom): 
1.109445, 6; 1097b 24, 26, 27, 28, 
29, 30, 32, 33; 1098a7, 8, II, 13, 31, 
333 1099b28; 1100b13; 1101b16, 33; 
2. 11045; 1106a16, 18, 23; 1106b8, 9, 
10; 1109a24, 25; 3. 1113b28; 1116a9 
4. 1120b13; 1121b33; 1122b3, 4, 5, 15, 16, 
18, 26; 1123a8, 13; 1124b25; 5. 1129b20; 
1130a8; 1131b18; 113349, 13, 33; 1133b5; 
1137a13, 16; 6. 1139aI7, 29; 1139b12; 
1141bi10; 114.446; 7. 1152b19; 1153424; 
8. 1155a8; 1158b18; 1162a22; 1163a12, 
30; 9. 1164b31;1165a3 4; 1167b34, 
35; 1168a4, §, 7, 8, 9, 16, 35; I171a5; 
10. 1172435; 1172b631175a35; 117644; 
1I79al9Q, 20, 21; 1181a20, 22, 23 

worth, merit (axia): 2. 1100425; 
3. 1115b193 1117a243 I1I7b12; 1119a20; 
4. 1119b26; 1122426; 1122b5, 25, 33; 
1123a2, 18; 1123b2 (2x), 3, § (2x), 8 
(2x), 10, 11 (2x), 12, 13, 14, 15, 16 (2x), 
19, 23, 24, 25, 27, 28, 34; 112448, II, 
21, 26, 27; 1124b9, 19; 1125a20 (2x), 
21, 22, 25, 26, 29; 1126636; 5. 1131424, 
26 (2x); 1133b243 1136b16; 8. 1157424; 
1158b27, 31, 32, 353 1159al, 3, 353 
115§9b17, 18; 1160b13, 33, 36; 1161a22; 
1162b19; 1163a2, 25, 303; 1163b1, 
II, 15, I7, 203 9. 1163b35; 1164422, 
26; 116464, 8, 12, 18, 21; 116§alI; 
10. 1178b18 


